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ABSTRACT
Political Feasibility of Implementing Smart Growth Development Strategies in the 
Monterey Bay Area
Kristin McKee
 Development over the past sixty years has created patterned growth and 
expansion outward from city centers, separating residences from commercial 
areas and employment centers. This separation of land uses has increased 
automobile dependency, which increases vehicle miles traveled and associated 
greenhouse gas emissions. California Senate Bill 375 mandates the development 
and implementation of a “Sustainable Communities Strategy” in order to plan 
regional land use and transportation in a coordinated fashion. In coordination 
with this effort, the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) is 
developing the Regional Implementation Plan for Smart Growth Development 
Strategies, which entails the identification of smart growth strategies that offer the 
greatest potential to reduce vehicle miles traveled and meet the 5% greenhouse 
gas emissions reduction target for the Monterey Bay Area. 
 The major goal of this project was to assist AMBAG in determining the 
political feasibility of smart growth development strategies and identifying the 
most feasible strategies for the region. Political feasibility was determined by two 
factors: 1) support from the public/stakeholders, 2) “low-hanging fruit” potential, 
and one technical criterion: the potential to reduce vehicle miles traveled and 
the associated greenhouse gas emissions. The Regional Advisory Committee 
provided ten months of knowledge and expertise on stakeholder opinions 
vabout strategies, barriers, circumstances for gaining stakeholder support, and 
resources for implementation. Additionally, survey results from planning directors 
the “low-hanging fruit” strategies. The quantified VMT/GHG reduction potential 
of smart growth strategies was another evaluation criteria and was used to 
inventory quantified reduction measures and their ranges of potential.
 The analysis identified seventeen strategies that met a set of thresholds 
for political feasibility. Based on these results, it is recommended that AMBAG 
consider these strategies in the development of their plan, by addressing the 
barriers to implementation, the conditions or circumstances for overcoming those 
barriers and gaining support from stakeholders, and developing the resources to 
assist jurisdictions with implementation.
Keywords: SB 375, Smart Growth, Vehicle Miles Traveled, Land Use, 
Transportation
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1INTRODUCTION
Background
 Over the past sixty years, urbanized areas in the United States have 
been growing and expanding outward from the city center, extending the urban 
footprint and urbanizing open space and rural lands. This development pattern 
can also be seen across California. A study by the Brookings Institute shows 
that more than “3,000 square miles of land annually is converted to residential 
development over one acre in size. If this pattern is sustained for an additional 30 
years, this would equal development of land area the size of the entire state of 
Colorado” (Nelson, 2004, p.1). 
 Some of the lands converted through urban sprawl include prime 
farmland, forests, range lands, and pastures (OPR, Narrative Explanation, p.3). 
Conversion of these and other ecologically and environmentally significant lands 
consumes open space, pollutes air and water, increases greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions, and destroys and fragments habitat (EPA, 2001, p.80-82). 
Planning Problem 
 Developing large residential lots that are separated from other residences 
and land uses results in costly infrastructure and public services, as well as 
automobile dependency to reach commercial services and employment centers 
(EPA, 2001, p.4). The segregation and dispersal of land uses increases vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), which causes GHG emissions and global warming. 
According to the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the transportation 
2sector contributed 36% of GHG emissions in 2008.  
The Solution
 In 2006, the California State Legislature passed Assembly Bill 32: Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. This Act officially recognized the need to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, mandating a reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 
levels by 2020. The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (SB 
375) was passed in 2008 to help reach the goals set out in AB 32. SB 375 
directs metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) to develop and implement a 
“Sustainable Communities Strategy” (SCS) to meet CARB-assigned greenhouse 
gas reduction targets for 2020 and 2035. The plans will outline how each region 
will reduce GHG emissions, by reducing VMT, through coordinated land use 
and transportation planning (Barbour & Deakin, 2012, p.73). CARB must then 
approve the SCS based on whether or not it will achieve the regional greenhouse 
gas reduction targets. The SCS will be one component of the updated regional 
transportation plan (RTP), and both the SCS and RTP are being developed in an 
integrated manner.
 The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG), the 
MPO for Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz counties, is in the process of 
developing the Regional Implementation Plan for Smart Growth Development 
Strategies, which will help identify the strategies that have the greatest 
potential to reduce vehicle miles traveled and the associated greenhouse gas 
emissions. Through these efforts, the region will be poised to meet its assigned 
35% greenhouse gas emissions reduction target from the transportation sector 
by 2035. The development of the plan entails two complementary analyses: a 
development potential analysis and a political feasibility analysis. 
Objective
 This particular effort contributes the political feasibility analysis and the 
identification of smart growth strategies that are the most politically feasible to 
implement in the Monterey Bay Area. The outcome of this analysis will inform the 
development of resources to assist jurisdictions in implementing the smart growth 
strategies that have been identified.
4THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
 Feasibility, in this context, is synonymous with political feasibility. Political 
feasibility was evaluated based on a specific theoretical framework and set 
of factors, as determined by planning staff at AMBAG. Political feasibility was 
determined through two factors: 1) support from the public/stakeholders, 2) “low-
hanging fruit” potential based on planning director expertise and local experience, 
and one technical criterion: the potential to reduce vehicle miles traveled and the 
associated greenhouse gas emissions. 
 The analysis was driven by two main questions:
1. What are (if any) the opportunities to implement any “low hanging fruit,” 
or smart growth strategies that may have widespread stakeholder support 
but are not already being implemented?
2. What resources would be most helpful to overcome barriers to 
implementing smart growth strategies?
The methods used to answer these driving questions also aimed to begin 
identifying the barriers to implementing smart growth strategies, the conditions or 
circumstances for overcoming those barriers, and the resources that AMBAG can 
provide to assist jurisdictions with implementation.
Public/Stakeholder Support (Factor 1)
 In order to obtain meaningful input from stakeholders, AMBAG convened 
the Regional Advisory Committee (the RAC). Committee members were 
recommended by local planning directors, staff, and elected officials. The 
5committee (see Appendix A) consists of representatives of stakeholder groups 
from the tri-county region, including local planning and redevelopment staff, 
community interest groups, business, labor relations, agriculture, environmental 
organizations, design, development, real estate, tourism, transportation, water 
resources, and education. Regional Advisory Committee Members play a crucial 
role in guiding policy recommendations through their professional and personal 
experiences and expertise. Members also act as liaisons to their respective 
stakeholder groups, providing important connections with the general public.
 The Project for Public Spaces theme of “great places” was used to frame 
the activities with the Regional Advisory Committee. The creation of great places, 
or Placemaking, embodies the concept of the Power of 10, which suggests that 
all great places need to:
Offer at least 10 things to do or 10 reasons to be there. These could 
include a place to sit, playgrounds to enjoy, art to touch, music to hear, 
food to eat, history to experience, and people to meet. Ideally, some 
of these activities are unique to that particular spot and are interesting 
enough to keep people coming back. (Retrieved from http://www.pps.org/
articles/the-power-of-10/). 
 The Project for Public Spaces divides the qualities within places into 
four categories: 1) sociability, 2) access and linkages, 3) comfort and image, 
and 4) uses and activities (see Appendix B, Figure 8). Each of these qualities is 
influenced by numerous factors such as street life, social networks, mode splits, 
6pedestrian activity, land use patterns, property values, building conditions, and 
crime statistics. 
 Using the “Great Places” framework, RAC members participated 
in activities to identify the qualities that make up great places and the 
circumstances or conditions that are needed to create more great places through 
smart growth development strategies.
Identifying Great Places
 Identifying great places involved determining the top qualities of 
great natural and built environment places, types and quality of access, and 
the predominant characteristics of existing successful and unsuccessful 
developments in the region.
Creating Great Places
 Once the qualities of great places were identified, RAC members 
performed a high-level evaluation of smart growth strategies. They evaluated 
strategies in general as well as three sub-types of strategies (Land Use 
Strategies, Investments in Transit and Alternatives to Driving, and Strategies that 
Impact the Cost of Driving). The general evaluation of smart growth strategies 
aimed to identify the:
• Potential to reduce GHG emissions over the next few decades
• Barriers to implementation
• Level of agreement in the benefits of coordinating strategies 
geographically according to real estate market trends
7 Using these three general types of strategies, RAC members evaluated 
each type based on:
• Potential to create great places and reduce greenhouse gas emissions in 
the short/medium term (1 to 10 years) and long-term (10 to 25 years)
• Whether knowing the fiscal benefits or GHG reduction impact has the 
greater potential to gain stakeholder support
 Next, RAC members evaluated a specific set of smart growth strategies, 
to delve deeper into specific strategies. AMBAG staff directed the evaluation to 
focus on forty-two specific strategies (Appendix C), based on: 
• Level of existing stakeholder support
• Stakeholder concerns with specific strategies
• Circumstances or conditions for support
• Resources to assist with implementation
“Low-Hanging Fruit” Potential (Factor 2)
 The second factor in determining political feasibility was to have decision-
makers use their expertise and local knowledge to identify the “low-hanging fruit” 
potential of a strategy. “Low-hanging fruit” potential, in this context, is defined 
as whether or the not the strategy has a high degree of public acceptability and 
ability to be implemented in the region. Planning Directors throughout the tri-
county region were surveyed on the “low-hanging fruit” potential of the forty-two 
strategies. 
8VMT/GHG Reduction Potential (Technical Criterion)
 One technical criterion was also used in helping determine political 
feasibility: the potential to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and the 
associated greenhouse gas emissions. Quantified VMT and GHG emissions 
reduction potentials were inventoried using the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association’s (CAPCOA) Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures: 
A Resource for Local Government to Assess Emission Reductions from 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. The ranges of reduction potential were 
obtained strictly from the chapter on transportation measures. 
9METHODOLOGY
 Using this theoretical framework, a number of methods were chosen for 
the two factors and technical criterion in determining the political feasibility of 
smart growth strategies. Each factor and technical criterion was analyzed through 
a series of activities and research methods. The data obtained through each 
activity was compiled into the Master Evaluation Table (Appendix L) to facilitate 
the analysis.
Public/Stakeholder Support
 To help determine political feasibility, Regional Advisory Committee 
members participated in two online surveys, three group meetings, and one-on-
one interviews. Each activity had a specific purpose and method for obtaining 
information and feedback. The activities are presented below in sequential order. 
Online Survey #1
 The purpose of the first online survey was to introduce the committee 
members to the project and pose some general questions about smart 
growth strategies. This survey (Appendix D) was administered online through 
SurveyMonkey™ and asked RAC members to:
•	 State their familiarity and experience with implementing smart growth 
strategies
•	 Indicate the potential for types of smart growth strategies to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions in their city or county over the next few 
decades
10
•	 Identify some of the major barriers to implementation
Regional Advisory Committee  Meeting #1
 The theme of the first committee meeting was “Identifying and Creating 
Great Places” in the Monterey Bay Area. Regional Advisory Committee members 
participated in small group discussions and an interactive polling survey.
 Members were divided into focus groups and given a two-part worksheet 
(Appendix E). Part One asked groups to identify one or two places that they 
considered to be “great places” and identify their qualities. Places were grouped 
into “natural environment” and “built environment” places and each group was 
divided into the Project for Public Spaces’ four main categories for places (i.e. 
Sociability, Access and Linkages, Uses and Activities, and Comfort and Image) to 
assist them in identifying the qualities embodied in great places.
 Part Two asked groups to then think about how to create great places. 
Using the three general types of smart growth strategies (Land Use Strategies, 
Investments in Transit and Alternatives to Driving, and Strategies that Impact 
the Cost of Driving) and a sub-selection of more specific strategies, groups were 
asked to select the strategies that would be the most effective in creating great 
places over the short to medium term (1 to 10 years) and long term (10 to 25 
years). 
 The final activity for the first meeting was an interactive poll, which asked 
the larger group to identify the potential of the general smart growth strategy 
types to create places over the short to medium term and long term. They were 
also asked to correlate the likelihood of stakeholder group support with either 
11
knowing the greenhouse gas reduction potential or the potential fiscal benefits. 
Lastly, the group was asked to indicate their level of agreement with the benefits 
of coordinating strategies geographically according to real estate market trends.
Online Survey #2
 The main purpose of the second online survey was to gauge each 
stakeholder group’s existing level of support for all forty-two smart growth 
strategies (see Appendix F). The ‘level of support’ was measured by the 
circumstances for support (under any, only under certain, and under no). This 
survey was administered online through SurveyMonkey™ and was the basis for 
the upcoming one-on-one interviews that were conducted after the second group 
meeting.
Meeting #2
 The purpose of the second group meeting was to engage RAC members 
in a discussion about design and density, and begin to identify stakeholder 
concerns with smart growth strategies. RAC members were given individual 
discussion worksheets (Appendix F) to identify one or two local examples of 
successful and unsuccessful existing medium to high density developments that 
do or do not positively contribute to the livability of the area. Furthermore, RAC 
members were asked to identify the characteristics of the chosen developments 
that makes them either successful or unsuccessful. 
 An additional discussion activity was also planned for the meeting, 
however, the design and density discussion became very substantive and time 
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did not allow for this activity to take place. The activity would have involved 
pairs of members providing one or two local examples of planned development 
projects and indicating whether they would consider them successful or 
unsuccessful examples of medium to high density that contribute to the livability 
of the area.
One-on-one Interviews
 Building on the previous exercises and the responses to the second online 
survey, which evaluated the circumstances for stakeholder support for smart 
growth strategies, the one-on-one interviews were conducted to delve further into 
stakeholder concerns for specific strategies. The interviews were based on the 
responses to the circumstances for stakeholder support (under any, only under 
certain, and under no) for the forty-two strategies. Regional Advisory Committee 
members were asked to provide more information about their “only under certain 
circumstances” responses in order to identify the circumstances or conditions for 
gaining stakeholder support.
 The thirty-minute interviews were conducted over the phone and sought to 
answer two main questions:
1. What are your stakeholders’ concerns with these strategies?
2. What circumstances might increase your stakeholders’ support for these 
strategies?
Meeting #3
 The purpose of the third group meeting was to give RAC members the 
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opportunity to share “lessons learned” with implementing smart growth strategies. 
Regional Advisory Committee members shared their experiences, demonstrating 
how they overcame barriers to implementation, as well as identify the resources 
that assisted or would have assisted with implementation. Presentations were 
focused on answering the following questions:
•	 What was the strategy? 
•	 What challenges/barriers did you encounter?
•	 How did you overcome barriers?
•	 What resources would you like to have had available?
“Low-Hanging Fruit” Potential (Factor 2)
 In addition to the work with the Regional Advisory Committee, strategies 
were evaluated using a second factor: the potential for a strategy to be “low-
hanging fruit.” Planning directors in the region were surveyed to identify the “low-
hanging fruit” potential of the forty-two smart growth strategies based on their 
experiences and local knowledge. Planning directors participated in an online 
survey (Appendix I) through SurveyMonkey™, and asked to generally identify the 
strategies that they would consider to be “low-hanging fruit.”
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential (Technical Criterion)
 One technical criterion was used in the analysis to determine the 
potential of strategies to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and the associated 
greenhouse gas emissions. The CAPCOA Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures: 
A Resource for Local Government to Assess Emission Reductions from 
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Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures document was the main resource for 
quantified reduction figures. This document was consulted for transportation-
related measures, which cover Land Use/Location, Neighborhood/Site 
Enhancements, Parking Policy/Pricing, Commute Trip Reduction Programs, 
Transit System Improvements, Road Pricing/Management, and Vehicles. The 
forty-two strategies were evaluated relative to the CAPCOA mitigation measures 
to find those measures (if any) that corresponded with the list of smart growth 
strategies and learn the range of potential for strategies using the low and high 
end figures. 
15
FINDINGS
 The research process evaluated smart growth strategies based on two 
factors and one technical criterion determined to contribute to the political 
feasibility of implementation in the Monterey Bay Area. For each factor, Public/
Stakeholder Support, “Low-Hanging Fruit” Potential, and the technical criterion 
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential, a series of activities were conducted to ascertain 
the level of political feasibility of specific strategies. The process also aimed 
to begin identifying the barriers to implementing smart growth strategies, the 
conditions or circumstances for overcoming those barriers, and the resources 
that AMBAG can provide to assist jurisdictions with implementation.
Public/Stakeholder Support (Factor 1)
Online Survey #1
 The first online survey aimed to gauge how RAC members identify 
themselves and had a 100% response rate. Figure 1 shows that the majority 
of committee members identify ‘Planning’ and ‘Environment (including land 
conservation)’ as their primary areas of expertise and/or professional interest, 
Figure 1: Areas of Expertise and/or Professional Interest
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followed by ‘Transportation’ and ‘Business/Economic Development.’ This survey 
also asked RAC members what potential three subtypes of strategies have for 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions in their city or county over the next few 
decades. Figure 2 shows that ‘Investments in transit and alternatives to driving,’ 
followed by ‘Land use policies’ has the greatest potential for reducing GHG 
emissions. Lastly, they were asked how serious of a barrier certain factors would 
be to implementing smart growth strategies. Combining the total number of ‘Very 
serious’ and ‘Serious’ responses shows that the top five factors for creating 
implementation barriers are:
1. Public opposition to higher density development
2. Public resistance to using alternative transportation
3. Public opposition to higher charges 
4. Lack of support from appointed/elected officials
5. Lack of leadership from appointed/elected officials
Figure 2: GHG Reduction Potential
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Meeting #1
 The first RAC meeting, which had a 65% participation rate, asked the 
committee to identify great places in the Monterey Bay Area and indicate the 
methods for creating more great places in the short to medium and long term. 
Using discussion worksheets (Appendix F), committee members outlined the 
qualities and conditions of great places, using the Project for Public Spaces’ 
theme of “Great Places,” and also stated the characteristics of existing successful 
and unsuccessful developments in the region. The hand-written worksheets were 
then put into Excel and the responses were coded. The coded responses were 
tabulated to find the most common responses, as summarized below. 
Identifying Great Places
Top qualities in natural “Great Places”
1. Environmental features
2. Active recreation
3. Passive recreation
Top qualities in built environment “Great Places” 
1. Active recreation
2. Environmental features
3. Culture/history/art
4. Tourism
Access in built environment “Great Places” 
1. Car
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2. Walk
3. Bike
4. Transit
Characteristics of Existing Successful Developments
1. Density
2. Walkability
3. Shopping/retail in close proximity
4. Access to transit
5. Environmental features
Characteristics of Existing Unsuccessful Developments
1. Bad design
2. Traffic/parking issues
3. Isolated from services, commercial areas
4. Not walkable/pededestrian-friendly
Creating Great Places 
Short/Medium-term Strategies
1. Parking Benefit Districts
2. Prioritize funding for transit, bicycle, and pedestrian infrastructure
3. Mixed-use ordinances
4. Car share, electric vehicle and hybrid parking requirements
5. Expand express bus and local bus service
Long-term Strategies
1. Expand express bus and local bus service
2. Prioritize funding for transit, bicycle, and pedestrian infrastructure
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3. Car share, electric vehicle and hybrid parking requirements
4. Mixed-use ordinances
5. TDR
 Committee members as a whole ranked the potential of the three subtypes 
of strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and create “great places” in 
the short to medium term (see Figure 3) versus the long term (see Figure 4).
 Overall, RAC members believe that ‘Investments in Alternatives to Driving’ 
and ‘Land Use’ strategies have the greatest potential to reduce GHGs and create 
Figure 3: Short/Medium Term Potential to Create “Great Places”
Figure 4: Long Term Potential to Create “Great Places”
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“great places.” These types of strategies also have the greatest support from 
stakeholder groups. On the other hand, ‘Policies that Impact the Cost of Driving’ 
are thought to have the lowest potential and level of support. Results from the 
interactive poll also showed that knowing the fiscal benefits has more potential 
to gain support for strategies than knowing the GHG reduction impact (see 
Figure 5 and 6). Figure 7 also shows that 38% of RAC members ‘Strongly agree’ 
Figure 5: Stakeholder Support by GHG Reduction Impact
Figure 6: Stakeholder Support by Potential Fiscal Benefits
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or ‘Agree’ that smart growth strategies should be coordinated geographically 
with market trends, 33% ‘Somewhat agree,’ and 14% ‘Disagree’ or ‘Strongly 
disagree.’ These results suggest that AMBAG staff might consider coordinating 
strategies according to market trends.
Online Survey #2
 The second online survey, which had a 91% response rate, asked RAC 
members to evaluate all forty-two strategies individually and identify the existing 
level of support of their stakeholder groups. Appendix I shows the responses, 
further broken down into more specific strategy subtypes- Alternatives to Driving, 
Parking Strategies, Education and TDM, Economic Strategies, Strategies that 
Impact the Price of Driving, and Land Use Strategies. The top strategies that 
stakeholder groups would support under any circumstance (Table 1), identified as 
having a 52% or greater response rate, are the following:
1. “Safe routes to schools” program
2. Improve bicycle and pedestrian routes
Figure 7: Agreement in Coordinating Strategies Geographically with 
Market Trends
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3. Encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules
4. Vehicle sharing programs
5. Employee vehicle sharing programs and alternative modes
6. Mixed-use ordinances
7. “Fix it first” policy for infrastructure
Under 
Any
Under 
Certain
Under 
No
“Safe routes to schools” program 22 8 0 50% 0.25 -1% Alt. Driving
Improve bicycle & pedestrian routes 22 9 1 58% 0 - 21.3% Alt. Driving
Encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules 20 9 0 67% 0.07 - 21% Ed + TDM
Vehicle sharing programs 18 12 0 25% 0.4 - 15% Alt. Driving
Employee vehicle sharing programs and alternative modes 18 12 0 33% 0.3 - 15% Alt. Driving
Mixed-use ordinances 17 15 0 58% 9 - 65% Land Use
“Fix it first” policy for infrastructure 17 9 1 42% 0 -45% Alt. Driving
Educate realtors, lenders, and home buyers on the use of location-eﬃcient mortgages 16 6 1 25% - Ed + TDM
Prioritize funding for transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure over auto-oriented infrastructure 15 14 2 50% 3% - 30% Alt. Driving
School-centered development or locate schools in dense areas 15 16 1 33% - Land Use
Expand express bus & local bus service 14 18 0 58% 0.02 - 63% Alt. Driving
Streamlined development review 14 16 1 33% - Land Use
Tax credits or exemptions for redevelopment/reuse, infill 13 17 0 17% 0.08 - 65% Economic
Increase funding for the most eﬀective transit services 13 19 0 50% 0.02 - 8.2% Alt. Driving
Joint Development 13 13 0 17% - Economic
Provide recognition programs 12 11 1 25% 0.8 - 4% Ed + TDM
Employer parking management 12 14 2 33% 0.1 - 19.7% Parking
Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating aﬀordable housing 12 18 0 25% 0.04 - 1.2% Economic
Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating mixed-use 11 20 0 25% 9 - 30% Economic
Reduce impact fees for infill development projects 11 17 2 50% 0.8 - 65% Economic
Car share, electric vehicle, and hybrid parking requirements 10 16 2 58% 0.4 - 20.3% Parking
Graduated density bonus for infill projects 10 20 0 33% 0.08 - 65% Land Use
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes 10 18 1 8% - Cost of Driving
Development Impact Fee program 10 15 2 42% - Economic
Increase funding to repair or purchase new buses, commuter rail, etc. 10 20 1 33% - Alt. Driving
Ordinances that increase density and stock of aﬀordable housing, such as Accessory Dwelling Unit 
(ADU) Ordinances, Inclusionary Ordinances, and Single-Room-Occupancy Ordinances) 9 19 2 42% 0.04 - 30% Land Use
Transit-Oriented Aﬀordable Housing Fund 9 17 1 50% 0.04 - 24.6% Economic
Expand commuter rail service 8 20 4 33% 0.10 - 8.20% Alt. Driving
Use Specific Plans and EIRs to reduce costs of entitlements and approvals to Site and Architectural 
Design Review 8 13 2 33% - Land Use
Reduce minimum parking requirements 7 18 4 42% 2.6 - 13% Parking
Parking waivers or reductions to allow for deviation from zoning code 6 20 1 42% 5 - 12.5% Parking
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) fees 5 7 8 17% - Cost of Driving
Pay-as-you-drive car insurance 5 16 1 25% - Cost of Driving
Zoning based on street type, and street network type (A-B Street Networks) 5 13 3 25% - Land Use
Transfer of Development Rights 5 18 1 25% - Economic
Regional gas tax 5 15 3 17% - Cost of Driving
Congestion pricing 4 14 5 8% Cost of Driving
Demand-based parking pricing 4 18 2 33% 2.8 - 5.5% Parking
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Districts 4 13 0 25% - Economic
Regional Tax Revenue Sharing Program 4 16 1 17% - Economic
Toll lanes 2 21 5 8% - Cost of Driving
Floating Zones for certain types of undetermined uses 2 11 1 17% - Land Use
Circumstance for Support
Strategy
PD Low-
Hanging 
Fruit
VMT/GHG 
Reduction 
Potential
Type of 
Strategy
Table 1: Stakeholder Support ‘Under Any’ Circumstance
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Strategy
Under Any 
+ Certain
PD Low-
Hanging 
Fruit
VMT/GHG 
Reduction 
Potential
Type of 
Strategy
Increase funding for the most eﬀective transit services 97% 50% 0.02 - 8.2% Alt. Driving
Expand express bus & local bus service 97% 58% 0.02 - 63% Alt. Driving
Mixed-use ordinances 97% 58% 9 - 65% Land Use
Improve bicycle & pedestrian routes 94% 58% 0 - 21.3% Alt. Driving
School-centered development or locate schools in dense areas 94% 33% - Land Use
Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating mixed-use 94% 25% 9 - 30% Economic
Increase funding to repair or purchase new buses, commuter rail, etc. 91% 33% - Alt. Driving
“Safe routes to schools” program 91% 50% 0.25 -1% Alt. Driving
Employee vehicle sharing programs and alternative modes 91% 33% 0.3 - 15% Alt. Driving
Vehicle sharing programs 91% 25% 0.4 - 15% Alt. Driving
Streamlined development review 91% 33% - Land Use
Graduated density bonus for infill projects 91% 33% 0.08 - 65% Land Use
Tax credits or exemptions for redevelopment/reuse, infill 91% 17% 0.08 - 65% Economic
Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating aﬀordable housing 91% 25% 0.04 - 1.2% Economic
Prioritize funding for transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure over auto-oriented infrastructure 88% 50% 3% - 30% Alt. Driving
Encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules 88% 67% 0.07 - 21% Ed + TDM
Expand commuter rail service 85% 33% 0.10 - 8.20% Alt. Driving
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes 85% 8% - Cost of Driving
Reduce impact fees for infill development projects 85% 50% 0.8 - 65% Economic
Ordinances that increase density and stock of aﬀordable housing, such as Accessory Dwelling Unit 
(ADU) Ordinances, Inclusionary Ordinances, and Single-Room-Occupancy Ordinances)
85% 42% 0.04 - 30% Land Use
“Fix it first” policy for infrastructure 79% 42% 0 -45% Alt. Driving
Parking waivers or reductions to allow for deviation from zoning code 79% 42% 5 - 12.5% Parking
Car share, electric vehicle, and hybrid parking requirements 79% 58% 0.4 - 20.3% Parking
Employer parking management 79% 33% 0.1 - 19.7% Parking
Joint Development 79% 17% - Economic
Transit-Oriented Aﬀordable Housing Fund 79% 50% 0.04 - 24.6% Economic
Reduce minimum parking requirements 76% 42% 2.6 - 13% Parking
Development Impact Fee program 76% 42% - Economic
Provide recognition programs 70% 25% 0.8 - 4% Ed + TDM
Toll lanes 70% 8% - Cost of Driving
Transfer of Development Rights 70% 25% - Economic
Demand-based parking pricing 67% 33% 2.8 - 5.5% Parking
Educate realtors, lenders, and home buyers on the use of location-eﬃcient mortgages 67% 25% - Ed + TDM
Pay-as-you-drive car insurance 64% 25% - Cost of Driving
Use Specific Plans and EIRs to reduce costs of entitlements and approvals to Site and Architectural 
Design Review
64% 33% - Land Use
Regional gas tax 61% 17% - Cost of Driving
Regional Tax Revenue Sharing Program 61% 17% - Economic
Congestion pricing 55% 8% Cost of Driving
Zoning based on street type, and street network type (A-B Street Networks) 55% 25% - Land Use
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Districts 52% 25% - Economic
Floating Zones for certain types of undetermined uses 39% 17% - Land Use
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) fees 36% 17% - Cost of Driving
Table 2: Stakeholder Support ‘Under Any’ and ‘Only Under Certain’ 
Circumstances
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Five out of seven strategies fall within the subtype ‘Alternatives to Driving’ and 
the other two are ‘Education and TDM’ and ‘Land Use Strategies.’ ‘Strategies that 
Impact the Price of Driving’ received the lowest response rates overall with the 
majority falling below 15%.
 Looking at the combined responses for ‘Under Any’ and ‘Only Under 
Certain’ circumstances, the top strategies that stakeholder groups would support 
(Table 2), identified as having a 94% or greater combined response rate, are the 
following:
1. Increase funding for the most effective transit services
2. Expand express bus and local bus service
3. Mixed-use ordinances
4. Improve bicycle and pedestrian routes
5. School-centered development or locate schools in dense areas
6. Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating mixed-use
Half of these strategies fall within the subtype ‘Alternatives to Driving,’ while the 
other two strategy types are ‘Land Use Strategies’ and ‘Economic Strategies.’ 
The combined responses in this case also show that ‘Polices that Impact the 
Price of Driving’ again received the lowest response rates overall, indicating the 
least amount of stakeholder support. These findings further confirm that RAC 
members’ stakeholder groups would be least likely to support these types of 
strategies regardless of the circumstances or conditions.
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Meeting #2
 The second RAC meeting, which had a 41% participation rate, engaged 
members in a discussion about density and design, as well as the initial 
identification of stakeholder concerns with smart growth strategies. Taking 
into account both design and density, RAC members were asked to detail the 
characteristics of existing successful and unsuccessful developments in the 
region. The hand-written worksheets were then put into Excel and the responses 
were coded. The coded responses were tabulated to find the most common 
responses, as summarized below. 
Characteristics of Existing Successful Developments
1. Density
2. Walkability
3. Shopping/retail in close proximity
4. Access to transit
5. Environmental features
Characteristics of Existing Unsuccessful Developments
1. Bad design
2. Traffic/parking issues
3. Isolated from services, commercial areas
4. Not walkable/pedestrian-friendly
 These responses indicate that numerous factors contribute to the 
success of developments. The most common factor among RAC members in 
characterizing successful developments was ‘Density,” while ‘Bad design’ was 
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the most common factor in unsuccessful developments. These results suggest 
that both design and density play critical roles in the outcome of projects and 
how they are perceived. Both the outcome of the density and design discussion 
and the responses to these questions will be useful in AMBAG’s development of 
resources for implementation.
One-On-One Interviews
 The one-on-one interviews with RAC members, which had a 82% 
response rate, built on the previous exercises and the responses to the second 
online survey, to further identify circumstances for stakeholder support. Notes 
taken during the interviews were entered directly as taken into Excel. Each 
interviewee responded to questions about the ‘concerns’ and ‘circumstances for 
support’ and two columns were created for these two types of responses. The 
two response types were then examined together to determine the essence of 
what factors need to exist for their stakeholder group to support each strategy, 
categorized as “summary of circumstances” in the Master Evaluation Table 
(Appendix L). Condensing their responses in this manner helped capture both the 
concerns and circumstances for support. From there, the responses were coded 
to put the responses into consistent language that to facilitate a more quantitative 
analysis. 
 Using the number of overall circumstances identified, each strategy was 
assigned a low, medium, or high level of complexity. After coding the responses, 
the total for each “circumstance” was summed across strategies to determine 
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how many times this circumstance was repeated among strategies. This analysis 
produced the following results, showing the top circumstances that the group 
believes need to be considered in gaining support from their stakeholder groups:
1. Clear definition and explanation of process
2. Make attractive: enhances the quality of life, protects the urban boundary 
and natural environment, reduces GHGs, benefits workers, etc.
3. Emphasize the benefits
4. Show that it’s economical (no risk to developers, implications on budget 
shortfalls, positive impacts)
5. Identify funding sources
6. No/low cost to households
7. Tie to community objectives, greater good
8. Include environmental features and services
9. Combine with other strategies
10. Compatible uses
11. No impacts on freight
12. Well-written ordinance
These “circumstances for support” are used to capture the RAC member 
responses as a whole and among and across strategies, however the original 
responses remain equally valuable in understanding the specific concerns and 
circumstances for support of specific stakeholder groups.
 The first online survey asked RAC members to identify how serious of 
a barrier certain factors would be to implementing smart growth strategies. 
The most serious barriers were ‘public opposition to higher charges,’ ‘public 
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opposition to higher density development,’ and ‘public resistance to using 
alternative transportation,’ all of which support the “circumstances for support” 
that were gleaned from the interviews. Committee members confirmed the 
barrier to higher charges by stating that strategies must have no or low costs 
to households. They also suggested that opposition to dense developments 
can be overcome by making attractive developments, showing that they protect 
urban boundaries and protect natural environments, and improve the quality of 
life. Additionally, they indicated that it is important to emphasize the benefits of 
dense development and maintain compatibility with existing uses in order to gain 
support. Lastly, RAC members explained that alternative transportation needs to 
be made more attractive and shown to be more economical in order to overcome 
resistance to using alternative means. 
Meeting #3
 The third group meeting, which had a 59% participation rate, gave RAC 
members the opportunity to share “lessons learned” with implementing smart 
growth strategies. Their presentations will be made available to other jurisdictions 
and will used by AMBAG as they develop implementation resources.
“Low-Hanging Fruit” Potential (Factor 2)
 Results of the Planning Director Survey, in which 2/3 of regional directors 
participated, show that the top five strategies, based on a 58% or greater 
response rate, identified as “low-hanging fruit” are:
1. Encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules
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2. Mixed-use ordinances
3. Car share, electric vehicle, and hybrid parking requirements
4. Expand express and local bus service
5. Improve bicycle and pedestrian routes
Appendix J, however shows the complete survey results for all forty-two 
strategies. The strategies that received the lowest response rates are 
‘Congestion Pricing,’ ‘Toll lanes,’ and ‘High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes.’ 
Each of these strategies falls under the subtype “Policies that Impact the Cost of 
Driving,” which RAC members identified as the having the lowest support from 
stakeholder groups and lowest potential for reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
and creating great places in both the short to medium term and the long term. 
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential (Technical Criterion)
 The CAPCOA Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures: A Resource for 
Local Government to Assess Emission Reductions from Greenhouse Gas 
Mitigation Measures was consulted for VMT and GHG reduction potential figures 
for transportation related measures. The forty-two strategies were evaluated 
relative to the CAPCOA transportation mitigation measures to find those 
measures (if any) that corresponded with the list of smart growth strategies. 
The review found that the strategies mitigation measures often had a range of 
reduction potential and some measures corresponded to more than one smart 
growth strategy. Additionally, certain strategies had multiple corresponding 
mitigation measures or grouped strategies. Appendix K: CAPCOA VMT/GHG 
30
Reduction Potential shows all forty-two strategies, the corresponding mitigation 
measures, and the potential VMT/GHG reduction range. For strategies that had 
more than one corresponding mitigation measure, an overall range was given by 
taking the lowest and highest reduction potential between all measures. Sorting 
the data for the greatest minimum VMT/GHG reduction potential of the range, 
the strategies with the greatest minimum potential, based on having a potential 
Strategy
VMT/GHG 
Reduction 
Potential
Type of Strategy
Mixed-use ordinances 9 - 65% Land Use
Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating mixed-use 9 - 30% Economic
Congestion pricing 7.9-22% Cost of Driving
Parking waivers or reductions to allow for deviation from zoning code 5 - 12.5% Parking
Prioritize funding for transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure over auto-oriented infrastructure 3% - 30% Alt. Driving
Demand-based parking pricing 2.8 - 5.5% Parking
Reduce minimum parking requirements 2.6 - 13% Parking
Reduce impact fees for infill development projects 0.8 - 65% Economic
Provide recognition programs 0.8 - 4% Ed + TDM
Car share, electric vehicle, and hybrid parking requirements 0.4 - 20.3% Parking
Vehicle sharing programs 0.4 - 15% Alt. Driving
Employee vehicle sharing programs and alternative modes 0.3 - 15% Alt. Driving
“Safe routes to schools” program 0.25 -1% Alt. Driving
Expand commuter rail service 0.10 - 8.20% Alt. Driving
Employer parking management 0.1 - 19.7% Parking
Graduated density bonus for infill projects 0.08 - 65% Land Use
Tax credits or exemptions for redevelopment/reuse, infill 0.08 - 65% Economic
Encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules 0.07 - 21% Ed + TDM
Ordinances that increase density and stock of aﬀordable housing, such as Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Ordinances, 
Inclusionary Ordinances, and Single-Room-Occupancy Ordinances)
0.04 - 30% Land Use
Transit-Oriented Aﬀordable Housing Fund 0.04 - 24.6% Economic
Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating aﬀordable housing 0.04 - 1.2% Economic
Increase funding for the most eﬀective transit services 0.02 - 8.2% Alt. Driving
Expand express bus & local bus service 0.02 - 63% Alt. Driving
“Fix it first” policy for infrastructure 0 -45% Alt. Driving
Improve bicycle & pedestrian routes 0 - 21.3% Alt. Driving
School-centered development or locate schools in dense areas - Land Use
Toll lanes - Cost of Driving
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) fees - Cost of Driving
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes - Cost of Driving
Pay-as-you-drive car insurance - Cost of Driving
Zoning based on street type, and street network type (A-B Street Networks) - Land Use
Development Impact Fee program - Economic
Transfer of Development Rights - Economic
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Districts - Economic
Streamlined development review - Land Use
Joint Development - Economic
Regional Tax Revenue Sharing Program - Economic
Floating Zones for certain types of undetermined uses - Land Use
Use Specific Plans and EIRs to reduce costs of entitlements and approvals to Site and Architectural Design Review - Land Use
Educate realtors, lenders, and home buyers on the use of location-eﬃcient mortgages - Ed + TDM
Increase funding to repair or purchase new buses, commuter rail, etc. - Alt. Driving
Regional gas tax - Cost of Driving
Table 3: VMT/GHG Minimum Reduction Potential
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greater than 1%, are:
1. Mixed-use ordinances
2. Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating mixed-use
3. Congestion pricing
4. Parking waivers or reductions to allow for deviation from zoning code
5. Prioritize funding for transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure over 
auto-oriented infrastructure
6. Demand-based parking pricing
7. Reduce minimum parking requirements
Table 3 shows the reduction potential sorted for the greatest minimum potential. 
The strategies with the greatest maximum potential, based on a 45% or greater 
reduction potential, are:
1. Mixed-use ordinances
2. Graduated density bonus for infill projects
3. Tax credits or exemptions for redevelopment/reuse, infill
4. Expand express and local bus service
5. “Fix it first” policy for infrastructure
An important thing to note regarding this evaluation is the lack of quantified 
reduction figures for many of the strategies. The California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association currently has limited data and each strategy is considered to 
have some degree of VMT and GHG reduction potential, regardless of whether it 
can be quantified at this point in time.
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FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Feasibility Analysis 
 The cumulative findings from the activities with the Regional Advisory 
Committee, results of the Planning Director “low-hanging fruit” potential survey, 
and the corresponding CAPCOA quantified VMT and GHG reduction potential 
helped determine the feasibility of implementing smart growth strategies in 
the Monterey Bay Area. The results were compiled into the Master Evaluation 
Table (Appendix L), which was used to perform the political feasibility analysis. 
The political feasibility analysis was driven by the following set of thresholds, to 
identify the most feasible strategies:
•	 Minimum 25% response rate to ‘Under Any’ circumstances for stakeholder 
support
•	 Minimum 75% combined response rate to ‘Under Any’ and ‘ Only Under 
Certain’ circumstances for stakeholder support
•	 Minimum 25% response rate from Planning Directors for being a “low-
hanging fruit” strategy
•	 Low or medium complexity of circumstances for stakeholder support
•	 Quantified VMT/GHG reduction potential (if any)
 These thresholds were based on a preliminary analysis which set higher 
thresholds, that produced results determined to be less aggressive by AMBAG 
staff. The strategies that had the most support ‘under any’ circumstance 
tended to be those strategies that are more education-based or that encourage 
alternative modes of transportation. Under this scenario, economic or parking 
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Strategy
Under 
Any
Under Any 
+ Certain
PD Low
-
Hanging 
Fruit
VM
T/GHG 
Reduction 
Potential
Com
plexity of 
Concerns
Type of 
Strategy
M
ixed-use ordinances
52%
97%
58%
9-65%
Low
Land Use
Im
prove bicycle & pedestrian routes
67%
94%
58%
0 - 21.3%
M
edium
Alt. to driving
School-centered develom
ent or locate schools in dense areas
45%
94%
33%
-
M
edium
Land Use
Tax credits or exem
ptions for incorporating m
ixed-use
33%
94%
25%
9-30%
Low
Econom
ic
Educate realtors, lenders, and hom
e buyers about location-eﬃ
cient m
ortgages
48%
94%
33%
-
M
edium
Ed +
 TDM
"Safe routes to schools" program
67%
91%
50%
0.25-1%
M
edium
Alt. to driving
Em
ployee vehicle sharing program
s and alternative m
odes
55%
91%
33%
0.3-15%
Low
Alt. to driving
Vehicle sharing program
s
55%
91%
25%
0.4-15%
Low
Alt. to driving
Stream
lined developm
ent review
42%
91%
33%
-
High
Land Use
Tax credits or exem
ptions for incorporating aﬀordable housing
36%
91%
25%
0.04-1.2%
M
edium
Econom
ic
Encourage telecom
m
uting and alternative work schedules
61%
88%
67%
-
Low
Ed +
 TDM
Reduce im
pact fees for infill developm
ent projects
33%
85%
50%
0.8-65%
M
edium
Econom
ic
Car share, electric vehicle, and hybrid parking requirem
ents
30%
79%
58%
0.4-20.3%
Low
Parking
Transit-oriented Aﬀordable Housing Fund
27%
79%
50%
0.04-24.6%
M
edium
Econom
ic
Em
ployer parking m
anagem
ent
36%
79%
33%
0.1-19.7%
Low
Parking
"Fix it first" policy for infrastructure
52%
79%
42%
0 -45%
M
edium
Alt. to driving
Developm
ent Im
pact Fee program
30%
76%
42%
-
M
edium
Econom
ic
Table 4: Strategy Identification
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strategies, which have great VMT and GHG reduction potential, were eliminated 
entirely. Setting these thresholds also captured a greater cross-section of 
strategy types and the results again show that strategies that affect the cost of 
driving were determined not to be as politically feasible. 
 The results of the feasibility analysis identified seventeen strategies 
that are determined to be the most politically feasible for implementation in 
the Monterey Bay Area based on two factors: 1) support from the public/
stakeholders, 2) “low-hanging fruit” potential based on planning director expertise 
and local experience, and one technical criterion: the potential to reduce VMT 
and the associated GHG emissions. While all three elements were considered 
in the analysis, the two factors were weighted the most heavily. VMT/GHG 
reduction potential was an important technical criterion, but it was weighted less, 
due to the lack of quantified emissions reductions for many of the measures 
in the analysis. Based on the thresholds, the weighted factors and technical 
criterion, Table 4 shows the most politically feasible strategies for the region. 
Given the lack of quantified VMT/GHG reduction potential for all strategies 
and the overall findings, it is recognized that many of these strategies will yield 
greater emissions reductions in combination than as stand-alone strategies.
 Taken as a whole, many of these strategies work in concert and can 
certainly meet the 5% GHG reduction target. The feasibility analysis produced 
results that support infill developments and mixed-use, alternative transportation, 
and transit-oriented developments and affordability. Infill and mixed-use is 
supported through the use of tax credits and exemptions, mixed-use ordinances, 
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reduced impact fees for infill projects, and streamlined development review. 
Alternative means of transportation are supported through both educational, 
transportation demand management, and investments in alternatives to driving. 
Employer-based methods, such as parking management, vehicle sharing 
programs, and alternative work schedules or telecommuting, work together 
to reduce single-occupant vehicle use. Additionally, parking requirements for 
hybrids, car share, and electric vehicles and the improvement of bicycle and 
pedestrian routes encourage the use of these means of transportation. Finally, 
the combination of transit-oriented development and affordable housing, through 
strategies such as tax credits and exemptions and funding for affordability such 
as transit-oriented affordable housing funds (TOAHs), support developments 
around transit while maintaining the affordability that is needed to maintain equity 
by not pricing lower-income individuals out of these housing types.   
Recommendations
 The feasibility analysis identified seventeen strategies (see Table 4). 
It recommended that AMBAG staff focus on these strategies as they develop 
the Regional Implementation Plan for Smart Growth Development Strategies. 
The results of this feasibility analysis should inform the development of this 
plan by addressing the barriers to implementing smart growth strategies, the 
conditions or circumstances for overcoming those barriers, and the resources for 
implementation that have been identified through the activities with the Regional 
Advisory Committee, as summarized in Appendix L. 
 The format of the plan is an online Wiki site (see Appendix M) that will be 
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an interactive, dynamic plan, created through contributions from AMBAG staff 
and Regional Advisory Committee members. It is recommended that AMBAG use 
this platform to allow the contributing authors to participate in the development of 
resources for implementing the strategies identified in this analysis.  
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LESSONS LEARNED
 This process identified the strategies that are the most politically feasible 
to implement in the Monterey Bay Area and that have the potential to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, to meet the 5% emissions reduction goal by 2035. 
There are also a number of lessons learned, particularly from the Regional 
Advisory Committee, that can provide guidance to other MPOs throughout the 
state as they journey through similar processes. 
 The Regional Advisory Committee was the primary means for determining 
public/stakeholder support. Thus far, committee members have been engaged in 
numerous activities but there has not been an opportunity for direct outreach with 
the public. Regional Advisory Committee members were asked to act as liaisons 
to their respective stakeholder groups, as part of their committee membership, 
and the opportunity remains to engage the larger public directly in the process.
 Within the RAC itself, there were some members that have been more 
active than others and some members that have been non-participatory. Given a 
larger budget and time frame, more could have been done to engage those less 
active members. A fairly simple and affordable solution could be to use an initial 
survey to determine the best means for interacting with individual members. 
Knowing the preferred methods of involvement could help staff to better involve 
all members, such as providing alternative data collection methods.
 Staff also did not anticipate the educational needs of the RAC members 
on the technicalities of SB 375. Nearly half of the second RAC meeting was 
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spent addressing questions about SB 375 rather than digging into those 
concerns about smart growth strategies and the barriers to implementation, 
which are critical pieces in the process of identifying politically feasible strategies. 
The larger project has a limited time frame and the subsequent activities had to 
be reformatted in order to capture this information through other means.
 Another lesson gleaned from this experience was that the one-on-
one interviews with RAC members was so important in getting to the heart 
of stakeholder group concerns with specific strategies and how to gain their 
support. The interviews were an opportunity to dig deeper into their survey 
responses and engage each member individually. 
 These lessons learned offer guidance to other MPOs that are engaged in 
similar processes, particularly with regard to activities involving advisory groups.
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Appendix A: Regional Advisory Committee Information Packet
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Appendix B: Project for Public Spaces Places Diagram
Figure 1: Project for Public Spaces Diagram
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Appendix C: List of Smart Growth Development Strategies
Alternatives to Driving
•	 Prioritize funding for transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure over 
auto-oriented infrastructure
•	 Increase funding for the most effective transit services
•	 Improve bicycle & pedestrian routes
•	 Expand express bus & local bus service
•	 Expand commuter rail service
•	 Increase funding to repair or purchase new buses, commuter rail, etc.
•	 “Fix it first” policy for infrastructure
•	 “Safe routes to schools” program
•	 Employee vehicle sharing programs and alternative modes
•	 Vehicle sharing programs
Strategies that Impact the Price of Driving
•	 Toll lanes
•	 Regional gas tax
•	 Congestion pricing
•	 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) fees
•	 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes
•	 Pay-as-you-drive car insurance
Economic Strategies
•	 Development Impact Fee program
•	 Reduce impact fees for infill development projects
•	 Transfer of Development Rights
•	 Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Districts
•	 Joint Development
•	 Regional Tax Revenue Sharing Program
•	 Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing Fund
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•	 Tax credits or exemptions for redevelopment/reuse, infill
•	 Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating affordable housing
•	 Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating mixed-use
Educational and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
•	 Encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules
•	 Provide recognition programs
•	 Educate realtors, lenders, and home buyers on the use of location-efficient 
mortgages
Land Use Strategies
•	 School-centered development or locate schools in dense areas
•	 Zoning based on street type, and street network type (A-B Street 
Networks)
•	 Streamlined development review
•	 Floating Zones for certain types of undetermined uses
•	 Graduated density bonus for infill projects
•	 Use Specific Plans and EIRs to reduce costs of entitlements and 
approvals to Site and Architectural Design Review
•	 Ordinances that increase density and stock of affordable housing, such as 
Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Ordinances, Inclusionary Ordinances, and 
Single-Room-Occupancy Ordinances)
•	 Mixed-use ordinances
Parking Strategies
•	 Parking waivers or reductions to allow for deviation from zoning code
•	 Reduce minimum parking requirements
•	 Demand-based parking pricing
•	 Car share, electric vehicle, and hybrid parking requirements
•	 Employer parking management
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Appendix D: Online Survey #1 Template
Dear Regional Advisory Committee Members: 
 
As you may be aware, AMBAG’s recently completed regional vision plan, Envisioning the Monterey Bay Area: A 
Blueprint for Sustainable Growth and Smart Infrastructure, laid the foundation for the state mandated Sustainable 
Communities Strategy for the Monterey Bay Area, or the "SCS".  
 
The SCS will identify how our three county region can achieve an ambitious but achievable reduction in greenhouse 
gases from personal vehicles by 2035 through planning. 
 
To help identify these supporting policies, AMBAG will be working with the Regional Advisory Committee on a quarterly 
basis, from Fall 2011 through early 2013. 
 
This survey is the first of several that will greatly help us in this effort. 
 
Thank you for participating in this survey and we look forward to seeing you this Fall. 
 
1. Contact Information 
2. Please indicate your primary, secondary, and any additional fields of professional 
interest or other expertise. 
 
Introduction & Welcome
 
Contact Information
*
Name:
Company:
Title:
Address:
City/Town:
State: 6
ZIP:
Email Address:
*
Primary 6
Secondary 6
Additional 6
If other, please specify. 
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3. Regional Advisory Committee Members are tasked with acting as liaisons for various 
stakeholder groups.  
 
Stakeholder groups can be informal social or professional networks or formal 
organizations. For example "agricultural workers" might be an informal network while 
"Santa Cruz Chamber of Commerce" might be a formal organization. All residents and 
employees of the Monterey Bay Area are considered to be stakeholders in this process. 
 
As a liaison, you may be invited to help facilitate opportunities for AMBAG to conduct 
surveys similar to this one for your identified stakeholder groups. You will also be asked to 
identify and communicate common concerns and issues that your stakeholder group (s) 
may have in relation to the topics of discussion. For example, if you are a business owner, 
you may make a point to articulate concerns on behalf of many business owners about 
how a particular policy might impact your profit margin. 
 
What groups or organizations would you like to act as a liaison for? 
 
We would like to know a little bit more about your housing and transportation choices. 
4. What is your MOST important reason in deciding where to live? 
*
5
6
 
Getting to Know You
*
Being close to my job
 
nmlkj
Access to transit
 
nmlkj
Being close to my family & friends
 
nmlkj
Having a yard
 
nmlkj
Living in a rural or natural setting
 
nmlkj
Being close to shops, art, culture & recreation
 
nmlkj
Being near good schools
 
nmlkj
Being in a safe neighborhood
 
nmlkj
Having affordable homeownership opportunities
 
nmlkj
Other reason (please explain).
 
 
nmlkj
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5. What is your PRIMARY mode of transportation to work?  
6. What is your AVERAGE door­to­door travel time from home to work? 
In light of the state mandate to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, we are interested in your opinions and experience 
regarding the following smart growth development strategies. 
7. How much potential do the following strategies have for reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions in your city/county over the next few decades? 
 
*
*
 
Smart Growth Development Strategies
*
No Potential Low Potential Moderate Potential High Potential
I need more 
information
Land use policies nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Investment in transit and 
alternatives to driving
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Policies that affect cost of 
driving
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
 
Land Use Strategies
Car (drive alone)
 
nmlkj
Carpool/Vanpool
 
nmlkj
Public transit
 
nmlkj
Walk
 
nmlkj
Bike
 
nmlkj
Other reason (please explain).
 
 
nmlkj
Less than 10 minutes
 
nmlkj
10 to 20 minutes
 
nmlkj
20 to 30 minutes
 
nmlkj
30 to 45 minutes
 
nmlkj
More than 45 minutes
 
nmlkj
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8. What is your EXPERIENCE with each of the following policies? 
9. What is your EXPERIENCE with: 
*
I am unfamiliar with this 
policy
I have some familiarity with 
this policy
I have had some 
involvement with this policy
I have been actively 
involved with implementing 
this policy
Transfer of Development 
Rights
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Tax Increment Financing 
(TIF) Districts
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Graduated Density Bonus 
for Infill Projects
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Regional Tax Revenue 
Sharing
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Streamlined Development 
Review Process
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
 
Investment in Transit and Alternatives to Driving Strategies
*
I am unfamiliar with this 
strategy
I have some familiarity with 
this strategy
I have had some 
involvement with this 
strategy
I have been actively 
involved with implementing 
this strategy
Increasing funding for most 
effective transit services?
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Offering more 
transportation funds to 
cities that build new 
housing & affordable 
housing near transit?
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Improving bicycle & 
pedestrian routes?
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Expanding express bus & 
local bus services?
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Expanding commuter rail 
services?
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Increasing funding to repair 
or purchase new buses, 
commuter rail, etc.?
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
 
Strategies That Affect Cost of Driving
Other 'land use' policies that I have experience with: 
5
6
Other 'investment in transit & alternatives to driving' strategies that I have experience with: 
5
6
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10. What is your EXPERIENCE with each of the following strategies? *
I am unfamiliar with this 
strategy
I have some familiarity with 
this strategy
I have had some 
involvement with this 
strategy
I have been actively 
involved with implementing 
this strategy
Reducing or limiting 
parking supply
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Higher gas prices nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Carpool lanes nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Toll lanes nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Variable road pricing based 
on congestion
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Pay­as­you­drive car 
insurance
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) fees
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
 
Barriers to Implementation
Other strategies that affect 'cost of driving' that I have experience with: 
5
6
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11. Please indicate how SERIOUS A BARRIER each of the following factors would be to 
implementing the aforementioned strategies. 
12. Please provide us with comments or suggestions on how we could improve the format 
or content of this survey. 
 
*
Not at all serious Somewhat serious Serious Very serious
I need more 
information
Lack of developer support 
for transit­oriented or infill 
development
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of lender support for 
transit­oriented or infill 
development
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of staff time or 
resources
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of staff skills or 
technical knowledge
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of staff leadership nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Public opposition to higher­
density development
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Public opposition to higher 
charges (such as toll lanes) 
for driving
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Public resistance to using 
alternative transportation
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of support from 
appointed/elected officials
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of leadership from 
appointed/elected officials
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
 
5
6
Other (please specify) 
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Appendix E: Meeting #1 Discussion Worksheets
AM
BAG Regional Advisory Com
m
ittee M
eeting #1   October 19th 2011  9.30am
 to 12pm
  UC M
Best Center, M
arina, CA
 
 
S:\Planning Section\W
E 627 Sm
art G
row
th D
evelopm
ent Strategies\D
eliverables\6. Regional A
dvisory Com
m
ittee\RA
CM
eeting#1_2011O
ctober\RA
CM
eeting#1_G
reatPlacesQ
uestions
10/18/2011
Discussion Notes
Great Places
Natural Environm
ents Characteristics
W
hat m
akes this place a "great place?" 
W
ho uses this place? For what purposes? How far do they travel to get here? How do they get there?  Do people visit in groups or alone?
 
Ten Things That M
ake It a Great Place
Sociability
Sociability
W
hat are the people in this place doing? Are there a lot of people who live in this place? Are they in groups or are they alone?
Do people who work or visit this place also live there?
If people live or work there, do they know m
any others who also live or work there?
 W
hat are the characteristics of the people who work, live or visit this place? (age, occupation?) If people live or work there, do they know m
any others who also live or work there?
Do you encounter people on the street? Is this a place where people com
e out at night? During the day? Both? Neither?
Access & Linkages
Access & Linkages
How do m
ost people get around? W
alk, bike, bus, subway, trolley, drive, van/carpool (or even taxi, m
otorcycle, ferry, gondola)?  
Are there short or long blocks? W
inding streets? Diagonal streets? How is it for pedestrians to cross the street?
Com
fort & Im
age
Com
fort & Im
age
W
hat do the streets look like? How wide are they? How fast do vehicles and/or people m
ove on them
? W
hat types of m
odes (m
eans of transport) are on them
?   
Are there sidewalks? Do the sidewalks have am
enities such as benches, lighting, plazas, public art, street trees, xeriscaping/hardscaping/landscaping, bike parking, water fountains, shading structures? 
How close are buildings to the street or sidewalk? Are there front yards? Porches, stoops, balconies? Is there a street wall? If so, how high is it? Does the height vary? Is it interesting to look at? 
How safe is it? W
hat m
akes it safe?
 W
hat is the natural environm
ent like in this place? Are there parks, bodies of water or other features; are they m
anaged or naturally occuring?
 
 
 
 
Uses & Activities
Uses & Activities
Are there com
m
unity am
enities nearby?  W
hat are they? (eg. recreational facilities, com
m
unity centers)
Are there public institutions nearby?  W
hat are they? (eg. schools, m
useum
s, governm
ent offices, libraries)  
Nam
es:
Discussion Questions (tick as discussed)…
How would you describe the housing? Apartm
ents, houses, townhouses, live/work lofts etc? Any particular type of architecture? How m
any stories are there? Are there yards? Is it m
ostly rental or ownership or a m
ix? 
PART ONE (in pairs): Identifying Great Places  & Their Characteristics
2.  If your "great places" are natural environm
ent places:  
W
hat types of jobs are there? Are there shops, cafes, restaurants? W
hat about offices? Are there light, m
edium
 or heavy industrial facilities?  
 1. Identify 1-2 places that you consider to be “great places.” Think of places w
ithin the M
onterey Bay Area or elsew
here .   
3.  If your great places are built environm
ent places, w
hat are the ten things that m
ake it a great place? Use the follow
ing questions to help you think about the details of the place.
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AM
BAG Regional Advisory Com
m
ittee M
eeting #1   October 19th 2011  9.30am
 to 12pm
  UC M
Best Center, M
arina, CA
 
 
S:\Planning Section\W
E 627 Sm
art G
row
th D
evelopm
ent Strategies\D
eliverables\6. Regional A
dvisory Com
m
ittee\RA
CM
eeting#1_2011O
ctober\RA
CM
eeting#1_G
reatPlacesQ
uestions
10/18/2011
Discussion Notes
 
Policies that Im
pact the Price of Driving
Congestion pricing (cordon pricing)
Parking Benefit Districts and Dem
and Based Parking Pricing
Investing in Alternatives to Driving
Expand express bus and local bus service
Prioritize Funding for Transit, Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure (provide pedestrian network im
provem
ents, incorporate bike lane street design)
Safe routes to schools program
 (and provide traffic calm
ing m
easures)
Land Use Policies
Reduce M
inim
um
 Parking Requirem
ents (Lim
it Parking Supply and Unbundle Parking Costs from
 Property Costs)
Transit oriented affordable housing fund (integrate affordable and below m
arket rate housing, increase density and transit accessibility)
Transfer of Developm
ent Rights
Regional Tax Revenue Sharing
Reduce im
pact fees for infill projects (increase densiry and location efficiency)
M
ixed-use ordinances
OtherCar share, electric vehicle and hyrid parking requirem
ents (im
plem
ent EV network and provide EV parking)
Group #:
Discussion Questions 
PART TW
O (in sm
all groups): Creating M
ore Great Places 
5.  Check off w
hich of the follow
ing strategies w
ould be m
ost effective in creating Great Places in the short/m
edium
 term
 (1 to 10 years). Consider w
hich of these strategies m
ight act as catalysts for 
others;  w
hich should be coordinated regionw
ide;  and w
hich agencies or organizations w
ould need to be involved.
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AM
BAG Regional Advisory Com
m
ittee M
eeting #1   October 19th 2011  9.30am
 to 12pm
  UC M
Best Center, M
arina, CA
 
 
S:\Planning Section\W
E 627 Sm
art G
row
th D
evelopm
ent Strategies\D
eliverables\6. Regional A
dvisory Com
m
ittee\RA
CM
eeting#1_2011O
ctober\RA
CM
eeting#1_G
reatPlacesQ
uestions
10/18/2011
Discussion Notes
Policies that Im
pact the Price of Driving
Congestion pricing (cordon pricing)
Parking Benefit Districts and Dem
and Based Parking Pricing
Investing in Alternatives to Driving
Expand express bus and local bus service
Prioritize Funding for Transit, Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure (provide pedestrian network im
provem
ents, incorporate bike lane street design)
Safe routes to schools program
 (and provide traffic calm
ing m
easures)
Land Use Policies
Reduce M
inim
um
 Parking Requirem
ents (Lim
it Parking Supply and Unbundle Parking Costs from
 Property Costs)
Transit oriented affordable housing fund (integrate affordable and below m
arket rate housing, increase density and transit accessibility)
Transfer of Developm
ent Rights
Regional Tax Revenue Sharing
Reduce im
pact fees for infill projects (increase densiry and location efficiency)
M
ixed-use ordinances
OtherCar share, electric vehicle and hyrid parking requirem
ents (im
plem
ent EV network and provide EV parking)
C. Things to consider regarding the strategies above:
Notes
W
hich would you like to have m
ore inform
ation about?
W
hich of these strategies would your stakeholder group have concerns about? W
hat are these concerns?
Under what conditions would your stakeholder group support the strategies they m
ay have concerns about?
Discussion Questions 
6.  Check off w
hich of the follow
ing strategies w
ould be m
ost effective in creating Great Places in the long term
 (10 to 25 years+). Consider w
hich of these strategies m
ight act as catalysts for others;  
w
hich should be coordinated regionw
ide;  and w
hich agencies or organizations w
ould need to be involved.
Group #:
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Appendix F: Online Survey #2 Template
Committee Members, 
 
Thank you in advance for taking 15 minutes to complete this second online survey. This survey builds on your responses 
to previous surveys and discussion questions. This survey contains five questions spread over three sections:  
 
1. Identifying & Creating Great Places (2 questions) 
2. Coordinating Regional Implementation (2 questions) 
3. Evaluating Smart Growth Development Strategies (1 question) 
 
Thank you again for your participation in this exciting project. 
1. Demographic Information 
"Great Places" as defined by the Project for Public Spaces:  
 
"Any great place itself needs to offer at least 10 things to do or 10 reasons to be there. These could include a place to 
sit, playgrounds to enjoy, art to touch, music to hear, food to eat, history to experience, and people to meet. Ideally, 
some of these activities are unique to that particular spot and are interesting to keep people coming back." 
 
At the October 2011 Regional Advisory Committee meeting, Committee members identified the following places as some 
of the “Great Places” in the Monterey Bay Area: 
 
Asilomar • Big Sur • Carmel • Carmel Valley • Downtown Monterey • Downtown Salinas • Downtown Santa Cruz • 
Elkhorn Slough • Fremont Peak • Moss Landing • Point Lobos • San Juan Bautista • West Cliff 
Committee members were also asked which of the four major characteristics should be first improved in order to create a 
Great Place from 1) scratch, and 2) from existing Monterey Bay Area Communities. Committee member responses 
differed slightly from one question to the next.  
 
Regional Advisory Committee Online Survey #2
 
Demographic Information
*
Name:
Address:
Address 2:
City/Town:
State: 6
ZIP:
 
Identifying & Creating Great Places
 
Identifying & Creating Great Places
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2. Please identify one place in the Monterey Bay Area that you consider to be “low 
hanging fruit” for potential transformation into a “Great Place.” This may be a place that 
you would say was "almost a Great Place" or a "pretty Great Place except for ______." 
 
3. Please rank the strength of each characteristic of this potential “Great Place.”  
At the October 2011 Regional Advisory Committee meeting, three quarters of Committee members somewhat agreed, 
agreed or strongly agreed that it could be beneficial to coordinate strategies geographically according to real estate 
market trends as evidenced by rental and lease rates and land costs. 15% disagreed or strongly disagreed. 
 
Identifying & Creating Great Places
*
5
6
*
Strong Pretty Good Needs alot of improvement
Sociability nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Access & Linkages nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Comfort & Image nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Uses & Activities nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
 
Coordinating Regional Implementation
56
4. If you disagreed, what concerns do you have with utilizing real estate market trends to 
coordinate regional implementation of smart growth development strategies? If you 
agreed, please skip to the next question. 
 
5. Please identify one or more additional trends that you think should help shape 
regional coordination of smart growth development strategies, and provide a brief 
explanation of how that trend might be useful. 
 
At the October 2011 Regional Advisory Committee meeting, 57% of Committee members stated that 'land use policies' 
are most effective in creating Great Places in the long term while 40% stated that 'investments in alternatives to driving' 
and 35% stated that 'land use policies' are most effective for the short to medium term. On the following page, you will be 
asked about additional strategies. 
 
To the best of your knowledge, please indicate the level of support that your stakeholder group would have for the 
following smart growth development strategies.  
 
­ If you have not previously identified a stakeholder group, please respond with the general public in mind.  
 
­ If you are unfamiliar with some of these strategies, you can refer to your Regional Advisory Committee informational 
packet to assist you. For strategies that you are unfamiliar with and that are not in the information packet, you can select 
"More info, please." 
 
­ If you are familiar with the strategy, but unsure how your stakeholder group might respond, you can select "I'm unsure." 
 
We know this list is long ­ please bear with us. Your feedback is very important! 
5
6
 
Coordinating Regional Implementation
*
5
6
 
Evaluating Smart Growth Development Strategies
 
Evaluating Smart Growth Development Strategies
57
6. My stakeholder group would be most likely to support these strategies 
(under any, only under certain, under no) circumstances. 
*
Under any
Only 
under 
certain
Under no I'm unsure
More info, 
please
1. Prioritize funding for transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure over auto­
oriented infrastructure
gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
2. Increase funding for the most effective transit services gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
3. Improve bicycle & pedestrian routes gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
4. Expand express bus & local bus service gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
5. Expand commuter rail service gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
6. Increase funding to repair or purchase new buses, commuter rail, etc. gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
7. “Fix it first” policy for infrastructure gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
8. Parking waivers or reductions to allow for deviation from zoning code gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
9. “Safe routes to schools” program gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
10. School­centered development or locate schools in dense areas gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
11. Reduce minimum parking requirements gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
12. Demand­based parking pricing gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
13. Car share, electric vehicle, and hybrid parking requirements gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
14. Encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
15. Employee vehicle sharing programs and alternative modes gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
16. Vehicle sharing programs gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
17. Employer parking management gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
18. Provide recognition programs gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
19. Toll lanes gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
20. Regional gas tax gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
21. Congestion pricing gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
22. Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) fees gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
23. High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
24. Pay­as­you­drive car insurance gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
25. Zoning based on street type, and street network type (A­B Street Networks) gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
26. Development Impact Fee program gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
27. Reduce impact fees for infill development projects gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
28. Transfer of Development Rights gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
29. Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Districts gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
30. Streamlined development review gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
31. Joint Development gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
32. Regional Tax Revenue Sharing Program gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
33. Floating Zones for certain types of undetermined uses gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
34. Transit­Oriented Affordable Housing Fund gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
35. Graduated density bonus for infill projects gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
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Thank you for your participation in the second online survey for the Regional Advisory Committee. Please take a moment 
to provide us with some feedback to help us improve future surveys. 
7. Please provide us with comments or suggestions on how we could improve the format 
or content of this survey and future surveys. 
 
36. Tax credits or exemptions for redevelopment/reuse, infill gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
37. Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating affordable housing gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
38. Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating mixed­use gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
39. Use Specific Plans and EIRs to reduce costs of entitlements and approvals 
to Site and Architectural Design Review
gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
41. Ordinances that increase density and stock of affordable housing, such as 
Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Ordinances, Inclusionary Ordinances, and 
Single­Room­Occupancy Ordinances)
gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
43. Mixed­use ordinances gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
44. Educate realtors, lenders, and home buyers on the use of location­
efficient mortgages
gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
 
Survey Feedback
5
6
Please identify any concerns and circumstances referenced above. 
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Appendix G: Online Survey #2 Results
0 5 10 15 20 25 
Expand commuter rail service 
Increase $ to repair/purchase buses  
Increase $ for most eﬀective transit 
Expand bus service 
Prioritize $ for transit, bicycle and pedestrian   
“Fix it first” policy for infrastructure 
Vehicle sharing programs 
Employer based incentives  
Safe routes to schools program 
Improve bicycle & pedestrian routes 
Stakeholder Support: Alternatives to Driving 
Under no circumstances Only under certain circumstances Under any circumstances 
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0 5 10 15 20 25 
Demand-based parking pricing 
Parking waivers/reductions  
Reduce minimum parking requirements 
Car share/EV/ hybrid parking requirements 
Employer parking management 
Stakeholder Support: Parking Strategies 
Under no circumstances Only under certain circumstances Under any circumstances 
0 5 10 15 20 25 
Provide recognition programs 
Location-eﬃcient mortgage education 
Telecommuting and alternative work schedules 
Stakeholder Support: Educational & TDM 
Under no circumstances Only under certain circumstances Under any circumstances 
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0 5 10 15 20 25 
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Districts 
Regional Tax Revenue Sharing  
Transfer of Development Rights 
Transit-Oriented Aﬀordable Housing Fund 
Development Impact Fee program 
Reduce impact fees for infill  
Tax credits/exemptions (mixed-use) 
Tax credits/exemptions (redevelopment, infill) 
Tax credits/exemptions (aﬀordable housing) 
Joint (public/private) development 
Stakeholder Support:  Economic Strategies 
Under no circumstances Only under certain circumstances Under any circumstances 
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0 5 10 15 20 25 
Toll lanes 
Congestion pricing 
Regional gas tax 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) fees 
Pay-as-you-drive car insurance 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes 
Stakeholder Support:   
Strategies that Impact the Price of Driving 
Under no circumstances Only under certain circumstances Under any circumstances 
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0 5 10 15 20 25 
Zoning based on street type 
As of right development 
Graduated density bonuses 
Aﬀordable/inclusionary housing ordinances 
Streamlined development review 
School-centered development   
Mixed-use ordinances 
Stakeholder Support:  Land Use Strategies 
Under no circumstances Only under certain circumstances Under any circumstances 
64
Appendix H: Meeting #2 Discussion Worksheets
AMBAG Regional Advisory Committee Meeting #2  January 19th 2012  9.30am to 12pm   Watsonville Civic Plaza Community Room, Watsonville, CA  
 S:\Planning Section\WE 627 Smart Growth Development Strategies\Deliverables\6. Regional Advisory Committee\RACMeeting#2_2012January\Meeting Preparations\RACMeeting#2_DiscussionQuestions 
 
Names:
PART ONE (in pairs): Density & Design
3b. What are the characteristics of these developments that make them successful or unsuccessful? What does this suggest for implementation of 
smart growth development strategies (if anything)?
1a. Identify 1-2 local examples of existing medium to high density developments that you consider to be "done well" or in such a way that 
positively contributes to the livability of that area ("livability" can be defined as "quality of life").
1b. What are the characteristics of these developments that make them successful?
2a. Identify 1-2 local examples (if any) of existing medium to high density developments that you consider to be unsuccessful, or in such a way 
that does not positively contribute to the livability of that area. 
2b.  What are the characteristics of these developments that make them unsuccessful?
3a. Identify 1-2 local examples  of planned (but not built)  projects and whether you consider them to be successful or unsuccessful examples of 
medium to high density developments that contribute to the livability of that area  (see examples on the back side of this sheet).
1. Local Examples - Successes
2. Local Examples - Unsuccessful
3. Future Local Examples 
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AMBAG Regional Advisory Committee Meeting #2  January 19th 2012  9.30am to 12pm   Watsonville Civic Plaza Community Room, Watsonville, CA  
 S:\Planning Section\WE 627 Smart Growth Development Strategies\Deliverables\6. Regional Advisory Committee\RACMeeting#2_2012January\Meeting Preparations\RACMeeting#2_DiscussionQuestions 
Case #1: Pebble Beach Company Project
Case #2: 350 Ocean Street Mixed-Use Development 
Case #3: Rigoulette LLC (Villas De Carmelo)
Case #4: Aptos Village Project
Source: CEQA Documents submitted to AMBAG's Regional Clearinghouse Database
The project proposes to construct a mixed-use commercial and residential development (including a maximum of 63 residential units and 
75,000 sf of commercial space) for the core area of the Aptos Village….would require the following: Planned Unit Development; Subdivision 
and Commercial Development Permit; Residential Development Permit; General Plan Amendment; Roadway Abandonment; Historic 
Preservation Plan Review; Archaeological Report Review; Soils Report Review; and Preliminary Grading Review.
Amending the Land Use Map changing the land use designation for the 3.68 acre parcel from Medium Density Residential, two units per acre 
(MDR/2) to High Density Residential, 12.5 units per acre (HDR/12.5)…A Combined Development Permit for the proposed project (PLN070497) 
that consists of: 1) Standard Subdivision for a Vesting Tentative Map to subdivide 3.68 acres into 46 condominium parcels and common 
space; 2) Coastal Development Permit to convert the former convalescent hospital into nine condominium units with underground parking, 
recreation room, storage, and a  gym, and convert existing garage/shop building into three condominium units; 3) Coastal Administrative 
Permit to demolish one existing structure and construct eight buildings for a total of 46 condominium units to include 9 moderate income 
housing units.
If you have trouble thinking of local examples, feel free to use the following brief descriptions of planned projects in the Monterey Bay Area.                               
The project application consists of a Demolition Authorization, Planned Development Permit, Design Permit, and Tentative Map to construct a 
mixed-use development with 58 residential apartments and 5,269 sf of commercial space within a four story building. The property currently 
is developed with two single-family units and 20 older multi-family units, which all will be demolished. Thus, the project will result in a net 
increase of 36 dwelling units on the site. The project requires the removal of 14 Heritage trees.
The project consists of the build-out development and preservation of the remaining undeveloped Pebble Beach Company properties within 
the Del Monte Forest. The project would allow the renovation and expansion of visitor-serving uses at The Lodge at Pebble Beach, The Inn at 
Spanish Bay, Spyglass Hill, and the Pebble Beach Equestrian Center; creation of 90 to 100 single-family residential lots; preservation and 
conservation of approximately 635 acres as primarily forested open space; the relocation of existing trails and construction of new trail 
segments; construction/installation of internal roadway, circulation, and drainage improvements at four intersections; and the 
reconfiguration/reconstruction of the main entrance/gate to the Pebble Beach/Del Monte Forest area at the Highway 1/Highway 68/17-Mile 
Drive Intersection. 
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Appendix I: Planning Director “Low-Hanging Fruit” Potential Survey
Template
Dear Planning Directors: 
 
As you are aware, AMBAG’s recently completed regional vision plan, Envisioning the Monterey Bay Area: A Blueprint for 
Sustainable Growth and Smart Infrastructure, laid the foundation for the state mandated Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) for the Monterey Bay Area. 
 
We are now in the process of gathering background information about implementation needs for a range of smart growth 
development strategies. 
 
This survey will help us to identify 1) how seriously certain factors act as barriers to implementation in your city or 
county, 2) if and how you have overcome these barriers in the past, and 3) what resources could facilitate cities and 
counties with addressing the identified barriers in the future.  
 
Thank you for your time and participation in this survey! 
 
1. This survey will remain anonymous and the information that you provide will only be 
used for internal purposes.  
 
For certain questions, it will be helpful for us to be able to identify what city/county you 
represent, but please only provide contact information that you are comfortable with. 
 
Introduction & Welcome
 
Contact Information
Name:
Company:
Address:
Address 2:
City/Town:
State: 6
ZIP:
Email Address:
Phone Number:
 
Barriers to Implementation
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2. Please indicate how SERIOUS A BARRIER each of the following factors would be to 
implementing smart growth development strategies in your city/county. 
*
Not at all serious Somewhat serious Serious Very serious
I need more 
information
Lack of developer support 
for transit­oriented or infill 
development
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of lender support for 
transit­oriented or infill 
development
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of staff time or 
resources
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of staff skills or 
technical knowledge
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of staff leadership nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Public opposition to higher­
density development
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Public opposition to higher 
charges (such as toll lanes) 
for driving
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Public resistance to using 
alternative transportation
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of support from 
appointed/elected officials
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Lack of leadership from 
appointed/elected officials
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Other (please specify) 
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3. What approach have you employed in your city/county to overcome these barriers? 
4. Please let us know if you are interested in sharing any success stories about smart 
growth development strategies that have been implemented in your city/county/region at 
an upcoming Planning Directors Forum. 
 
Lack of developer support 
for transit­oriented or infill 
development
Lack of lender support for 
transit­oriented or infill 
development
Lack of staff time or 
resources
Lack of staff skills or 
technical knowledge
Lack of leadership among 
staff
Public opposition to higher­
density development
Public opposition to higher 
charges (such as toll lanes) 
for driving
Public resistance to using 
alternative transportation
Lack of support from 
appointed/elected officials
Lack of leadership from 
appointed/elected officials
 
5
6
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5. What additional resources would you find helpful to overcome the barriers to 
implementation that you identified in your city/county? 
 
We are interested in identifying smart growth development strategies that may be considered "low hanging fruit." What 
strategies might you consider to be "low hanging fruit" for cities and counties in the Monterey Bay Area?  
 
Several cities and counties are already implementing smart growth policies and programs. Some examples include: 
­ City of Marina Redevelopment Agency utilizes Tax Increment Financing as a redevelopment tool. 
­ City of Monterey and County of Monterey share Transit­Occupancy­Tax revenues from the Marriott Courtyard. 
­ City of Santa Cruz has an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Ordinance, Inclusionary Ordinance, and is in the process of 
developing a Single­Room­Occupancy Ordinance that supports denser, more affordable housing. 
­ The City of Salinas has worked with low income housing developers, utilizing local assistance and tax credit financing.  
*
 
"Low Hanging Fruit"
Benefit/cost analyses
 
gfedc
Informational workshops/presentations
 
gfedc
Informational pamphlets/flyers
 
gfedc
Internet resources
 
gfedc
Media coverage of smart growth efforts
 
gfedc
Professional development/skills training
 
gfedc
Public education
 
gfedc
Public opinion polls
 
gfedc
Staff or intern resources
 
gfedc
Visualization materials (i.e. streetscape renderings, depictions of housing densities, maps)
 
gfedc
Other (please specify)
 
 
gfedc
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6. Please indicate what strategies you consider to be "low hanging fruit" and if your 
city/county/region is already implementing that strategy. 
*
I consider this "low hanging fruit" My city/county is already implementing this strategy
Prioritize funding for transit, 
bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure over auto­
oriented infrastructure
gfedc gfedc
Increase funding for the 
most effective transit 
services
gfedc gfedc
Improve bicycle & 
pedestrian routes
gfedc gfedc
Expand express bus & local 
bus service
gfedc gfedc
Expand commuter rail 
service
gfedc gfedc
Increase funding to repair 
or purchase new buses, 
commuter rail, etc.
gfedc gfedc
“Fix it first” policy for 
infrastructure
gfedc gfedc
Parking waivers or 
reductions to allow for 
deviation from zoning code
gfedc gfedc
“Safe routes to schools” 
program
gfedc gfedc
School­centered 
development or locate 
schools in dense areas
gfedc gfedc
Reduce minimum parking 
requirements
gfedc gfedc
Demand­based parking 
pricing
gfedc gfedc
Car share, electric vehicle, 
and hybrid parking 
requirements
gfedc gfedc
Encourage telecommuting 
and alternative work 
schedules
gfedc gfedc
Employee vehicle sharing 
programs and alternative 
modes
gfedc gfedc
Vehicle sharing programs gfedc gfedc
Employer parking 
management
gfedc gfedc
Provide recognition 
programs
gfedc gfedc
Toll lanes gfedc gfedc
Regional gas tax gfedc gfedc
Congestion pricing gfedc gfedc
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Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) fees
gfedc gfedc
High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV) lanes
gfedc gfedc
Pay­as­you­drive car 
insurance
gfedc gfedc
Zoning based on street 
type, and street network 
type (A­B Street Networks)
gfedc gfedc
Development Impact Fee 
program
gfedc gfedc
Reduce impact fees for 
infill development projects
gfedc gfedc
Transfer of Development 
Rights
gfedc gfedc
Tax Increment Financing 
(TIF) Districts
gfedc gfedc
Streamlined development 
review
gfedc gfedc
Joint Development gfedc gfedc
Regional Tax Revenue 
Sharing Program
gfedc gfedc
Floating Zones for certain 
types of undetermined uses
gfedc gfedc
Transit­Oriented Affordable 
Housing Fund
gfedc gfedc
Graduated density bonus 
for infill projects
gfedc gfedc
Tax credits or exemptions 
for redevelopment/reuse, 
infill
gfedc gfedc
Tax credits or exemptions 
for incorporating affordable 
housing
gfedc gfedc
Tax credits or exemptions 
for incorporating mixed­use
gfedc gfedc
Use Specific Plans and 
EIRs to reduce costs of 
entitlements and approvals 
to Site and Architectural 
Design Review
gfedc gfedc
Ordinances that increase 
density and stock of 
affordable housing, such as 
Accessory Dwelling Unit 
(ADU) Ordinances, 
Inclusionary Ordinances, 
and Single­Room­
Occupancy Ordinances)
gfedc gfedc
Mixed­use ordinances gfedc gfedc
Educate realtors, lenders, 
and home buyers on the 
gfedc gfedc
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7. Please provide us with comments or suggestions on how we could improve the format 
or content of this survey. 
 
use of location­efficient 
mortgages
 
5
6
Please list other strategies that you consider to be "low hanging fruit." 
5
6
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Appendix J: Planning Director “Low-Hanging Fruit” Potential Survey
Results
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Appendix K: CAPCOA VMT/GHG Reduction Potential
VMT/GHG 
Reduction 
Potential
1 Prioritize funding for transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure over auto-oriented infrastructure 3% - 30%
Increase Destination Accessibility 10-30%
Implement Transit Access Improvements (coupled with Expand Transit Network & Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed) grouped
Provide Bike Parking Near Transit (coupled with Expand Transit Network & Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed) grouped
Provide Bike Parking in Non-Residential Projects (coupled with Improve Design of Development) 3.0-21.3%
Provide Bike Parking with Multi-Unit Residential Projects (coupled with Improve Design of Development) 3.0-21.3%
Implement Bike-Sharing Programs (grouped with Bike Lane Street Design, Improve Design of Development) grouped
2 Increase funding for the most eﬀective transit services 0.02 - 8.2%
Expand Transit Network 0.1-8.2%
Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed 0.02-2.5%
3 Improve bicycle & pedestrian routes 0 - 21.3%
Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements: 0-2% reduction in VMT & equivalent GHG emissions 0-2%
Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements (coupled with Create Urban Non-Motorized Zones) 0-2%
Incorporate Bike Land Street Design (coupled with Improve Design of Development) 3.0-21.3%
Implement Bike-Sharing Programs (grouped with Bike Lane Street Design, Improve Design of Development) grouped
4 Expand express bus & local bus service 0.02 - 63%
Provide a BRT System 0.02-3.2%
Expand Transit Network 0.1-8.2%
Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed 0.02-2.5%
Provide Local Shuttles (grouped with Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed & Provide Bike Parking Near Transit) grouped
Implement School Bus Program 38-63%
Install Park-and-Ride Lots (grouped with Implement Area or Cordon Pricing, Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle, Ride Share Program, Transit System 
Improvements 1-6)
grouped
5 Expand commuter rail service 0.10 - 8.20%
Expand Transit Network 0.1-8.2%
Install Park-and-Ride Lots (grouped with Implement Area or Cordon Pricing, Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle, Ride Share Program, Transit System 
Improvements 1-6)
grouped
6 Increase funding to repair or purchase new buses, commuter rail, etc. -
7 “Fix it first” policy for infrastructure 0 -45%
Improve Traﬃc Flow 0-45%
8 Parking waivers or reductions to allow for deviation from zoning code 5 - 12.5%
Limit Parking Supply 5-12.5%
9 “Safe routes to schools” program 0.25 -1%
Provide Traﬃc Calming Measures 0.25-1.00%
10 School-centered development or locate schools in dense areas -
11 Reduce minimum parking requirements 2.6 - 13%
Limit Parking Supply 5-12.5%
Unbundle Parking Costs from Property Costs 2.6-13%
Require Residential Area Parking Permits (coupled with Limit Parking Supply, Unbundle Parking Costs from Property Costs, Market Rate Parking Pricing) grouped
12 Demand-based parking pricing 2.8 - 5.5%
Implement Market Price Public Parking 2.8-5.5%
13 Car share, electric vehicle, and hybrid parking requirements 0.4 - 20.3%
Implement a Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) Network (coupled with Provide Electric Vehicle Parking) 0.5-12.7%
Implement Preferential Parking Permit Program (grouped with Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program-Voluntary, Provide Ride-Sharing Programs) grouped
Utilize Alternative Fueled Vehicles
Utilize Electric or Hybrid Vehicles 0.4-20.3%
14 Encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules 0.07 - 21%
Encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules 0.07-5.50%
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Voluntary) 1.0-6.2%
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Required Implementation/Monitoring) 4.2-21.0%
Strategy
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15 Employee vehicle sharing programs and alternative modes 0.3 - 15%
Provide Ride-Sharing Programs 1-15%
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Voluntary) 1.0-6.2%
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Required Implementation/Monitoring) 4.2-21.0%
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing 0.8-4.0%
Implement Car-Sharing Program 0.4-0.7%
Provide Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle 0.3-13.4%
Install Park-and-Ride Lots (grouped with Implement Area or Cordon Pricing, Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle, Ride Share Program, Transit System 
Improvements 1-6)
grouped
16 Vehicle sharing programs 0.4 - 15%
Provide Ride-Sharing Programs 1-15%
Implement Car-Sharing Program 0.4-0.7%
Install Park-and-Ride Lots (grouped with Implement Area or Cordon Pricing, Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle, Ride Share Program, Transit System 
Improvements 1-6)
grouped
17 Employer parking management 0.1 - 19.7%
Price Workplace Parking 0.1-19.7%
Implement Employee Parking "Cash Out" 0.6-7.7%
18 Provide recognition programs 0.8 - 4%
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing 0.8-4.0%
19 Toll lanes -
20 Regional gas tax -
21 Congestion pricing -
Implement Area or Cordon Pricing 7.9-22.0%
22 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) fees -
23 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes -
24 Pay-as-you-drive car insurance -
25 Zoning based on street type, and street network type (A-B Street Networks) -
26 Development Impact Fee program -
Required Project Contributions to Transportation Infrastructure Improvement Projects (grouped with Improve Traﬃc Flow and Transit System Improvements 1-7) grouped
27 Reduce impact fees for infill development projects 0.8 - 65%
Increase Density 0.8-30.0%
Increase Location Eﬃciency 10-65%
28 Transfer of Development Rights -
29 Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Districts -
30 Streamlined development review -
31 Joint Development -
32 Regional Tax Revenue Sharing Program -
33 Floating Zones for certain types of undetermined uses -
34 Transit-Oriented Aﬀordable Housing Fund 0.04 - 24.6%
Increase Transit Accessibility 0.5-24.6%
Integrate Aﬀordable & Below Market Rate Housing 0.04-1.20%
35 Graduated density bonus for infill projects 0.08 - 65%
Increase Density 0.8-30.0%
Increase Location Eﬃciency 10-65%
36 Tax credits or exemptions for redevelopment/reuse, infill 0.08 - 65%
Increase Density 0.8-30.0%
Increase Location Eﬃciency 10-65%
37 Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating aﬀordable housing 0.04 - 1.2%
Integrate Aﬀordable & Below Market Rate Housing 0.04-1.20%
38 Tax credits or exemptions for incorporating mixed-use 9 - 30%
Mixed-Use 9-30%
39 Use Specific Plans and EIRs to reduce costs of entitlements and approvals to Site and Architectural Design Review -
40 Ordinances that increase density and stock of aﬀordable housing, such as Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Ordinances, Inclusionary Ordinances, 
and Single-Room-Occupancy Ordinances)
0.04 - 30%
Increase Density 0.8-30.0%
Integrate Aﬀordable & Below Market Rate Housing 0.04-1.20%
41 Mixed-use ordinances 9 - 65%
Mixed-Use 9-30%
Increase Location Eﬃciency 10-65%
42 Educate realtors, lenders, and home buyers on the use of location-eﬃcient mortgages -
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Appendix L: Master Evaluation Spreadsheet
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Strategy
Under 
Any
Under 
Certain
Under 
Any + 
Certain
Under 
No
PD Low
-
Hanging 
Fruit
VM
T/GHG 
Reduction 
Potential
VM
T/GHG 
Low
VM
T/GHG 
High
GP 
Short/M
ed-
term
GP Long-
term
GP Type of 
Strategy
1
Prioritize funding for transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure over auto-oriented infrastructure
15
14
88%
2
50%
3%
 - 30%
3.00%
30%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Increase Destination Accessibility
10-30%
Im
plem
ent Transit Access Im
provem
ents (coupled with Expand Transit Network & Increase Transit Service 
Frequency/Speed)
grouped
Provide Bike Parking Near Transit (coupled with Expand Transit Network & Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed)
grouped
Provide Bike Parking in Non-Residential Projects (coupled with Im
prove Design of Developm
ent)
3.0-21.3%
Provide Bike Parking with M
ulti-Unit Residential Projects (coupled with Im
prove Design of Developm
ent)
3.0-21.3%
Im
plem
ent Bike-Sharing Program
s (grouped with Bike Lane Street Design, Im
prove Design of Developm
ent)
grouped
2
Increase funding for the m
ost eective transit services
13
19
97%
0
50%
0.02 - 8.2%
0.02%
8.20%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Expand Transit Network
0.1-8.2%
Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed
0.02-2.5%
3
Im
prove bicycle & pedestrian routes
22
9
94%
1
58%
0 - 21.3%
0%
21.30%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Provide Pedestrian Network Im
provem
ents: 0-2%
 reduction in VMT & equivalent GHG em
issions
0-2%
Provide Pedestrian Network Im
provem
ents (coupled with Create Urban Non-M
otorized Zones)
0-2%
Incorporate Bike Land Street Design (coupled with Im
prove Design of Developm
ent)
3.0-21.3%
Im
plem
ent Bike-Sharing Program
s (grouped with Bike Lane Street Design, Im
prove Design of Developm
ent)
grouped
4
Expand express bus & local bus service
14
18
97%
0
58%
0.02 - 63%
0.02%
63%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Provide a BRT System
0.02-3.2%
Expand Transit Network
0.1-8.2%
Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed
0.02-2.5%
Provide Local Shuttles (grouped with Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed & Provide Bike Parking Near Transit)
grouped
Im
plem
ent School Bus Program
38-63%
Install Park-and-Ride Lots (grouped with Im
plem
ent Area or Cordon Pricing, Em
ployer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle, Ride 
Share Program
, Transit System
 Im
provem
ents 1-6)
grouped
80
Page 2 of 18
1234
Currently Being 
Im
plem
ented?
Type of 
Strategy
Com
plexity 
of Concerns
Sum
m
ary of Circum
stances
Santa Cruz, 
Hollister
Alt. Driving
High
Am
endm
ents to General Plan
Equity in funding priority for 
all parts of the region
Equity in priority for all m
odes
Fit transportation into larger 
planning eorts
Identify funding sources: 
grants, special funds
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs
Project evaluation to consider 
sm
art growth
Show connections between 
current and proposed facilities
W
atsonville
Alt. Driving
High
Creates local jobs
Em
phasize the benets
Equity in priority for all m
odes
Identify funding sources: 
grants, special funds
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers
Project evaluation to consider 
sm
art growth
Service to rural routes and 
other parts of the region
Show that it's econom
ical
Capitola, Salinas, 
Pacic Grove, 
Soledad
Alt. Driving
M
edium
Creates local jobs
Equity in priority for all m
odes
Identify funding sources: 
grants, special funds
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers
Project evaluation to consider 
sm
art growth
Protect agricultural land (from
 
intrusion and land conversion)
Alt. Driving
High
Equity in funding priority for 
all parts of the region
Identify funding sources: 
grants, special funds
Increase frequency and speed
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers
M
ore routes/coverage
Project evaluation to consider 
sm
art growth
Show that it's econom
ical
Transportation in a regional 
context
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1234
Resources
Show that it's econom
ical
Education and m
arketing
Case study exam
ples of 
successful projects/program
s
Transportation in a regional 
context
Benet/cost analysis
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Strategy
Under 
Any
Under 
Certain
Under 
Any + 
Certain
Under 
No
PD Low
-
Hanging 
Fruit
VM
T/GHG 
Reduction 
Potential
VM
T/GHG 
Low
VM
T/GHG 
High
GP 
Short/M
ed-
term
GP Long-
term
GP Type of 
Strategy
5
Expand com
m
uter rail service
8
20
85%
4
33%
0.10 - 8.20%
0.10%
8.20%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Expand Transit Network
0.1-8.2%
Install Park-and-Ride Lots (grouped with Im
plem
ent Area or Cordon Pricing, Em
ployer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle, Ride 
Share Program
, Transit System
 Im
provem
ents 1-6)
grouped
6
Increase funding to repair or purchase new
 buses, com
m
uter rail, etc.
10
20
91%
1
33%
-
0%
-
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
7
“Fix it rst” policy for infrastructure
17
9
79%
1
42%
0 -45%
0%
45%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Im
prove Tra
c Flow
0-45%
8
Parking w
aivers or reductions to allow
 for deviation from
 zoning code
6
20
79%
1
42%
5 - 12.5%
5%
12.50%
35%
57%
Alt. Driving
Lim
it Parking Supply
5-12.5%
9
“Safe routes to schools” program
22
8
91%
0
50%
0.25 -1%
0.25%
1%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Provide Tra
c Calm
ing M
easures
0.25-1.00%
10
School-centered developm
ent or locate schools in dense areas
15
16
94%
1
33%
-
0%
-
35%
57%
Alt. Driving
11
Reduce m
inim
um
 parking requirem
ents
7
18
76%
4
42%
2.6 - 13%
2.6%
13%
25%
10%
Alt. Driving
Lim
it Parking Supply
5-12.5%
Unbundle Parking Costs from
 Property Costs
2.6-13%
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567891011
Currently Being 
Im
plem
ented?
Type of 
Strategy
Com
plexity 
of Concerns
Sum
m
ary of Circum
stances
Salinas
Alt. Driving
High
Em
phasize benets
Equity in funding priority for 
all parts of the region
Equity in priority for all m
odes
Identify funding sources: 
grants, special funds
Identify proper locations
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers
Project evaluation to consider 
sm
art growth
Show that it's econom
ical
Alt. Driving
High
Equity in funding priority for 
all parts of the region
Equity in priority for all m
odes
Identify funding sources: 
grants, special funds
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers
No or low cost to households
Project evaluation to consider 
sm
art growth
Show that it's econom
ical
Transportation in a regional 
context
Pacic Grove
Alt. Driving
M
edium
Equity in funding priority for 
all parts of the region
Identify funding sources: 
grants, special funds
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers
No m
oney or property tax 
assessm
ent
Project evaluation to consider 
sm
art growth
Show that it's econom
ical
Capitola, Salinas, 
Soledad
Parking
High
Collateral im
pacts, by location
Com
bine with other strategies
Em
phasize the benets (value)
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers
M
ake program
s voluntary, do 
not m
andate
No or low cost to households
Positive econom
ic im
pacts
Tie to com
m
unity objectives 
and the greater good
Salinas, Capitola, 
Soledad, 
Gonzales
Alt. Driving
M
edium
Funding sources, other than 
education m
oney
Good design (neighborhood)
Identify proper locations
Involve/outreach to the 
com
m
unity (agricultural)
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs
Protect agricultural land
Santa Cruz, San 
Benito dev. 
m
aster plan
Land Use
M
edium
Em
phasize the benets
Equal priority for urban and 
rural schools
Good design (neighborhood- 
to reduce tra
c and 
congestion)
Identify proper locations 
(according to land base)
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers
Capitola, 
Soledad
Parking
M
edium
Clear denition and 
explanation of process
Com
bine with other strategies 
(alternate m
odes)
Em
phasize the benets (to the 
jurisdiction)
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers
Tie to com
m
unity objectives 
and the greater good
84
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567891011
Resources
Education and m
arketing
Data showing that region 
m
eets criteria for transit to 
work
Education and m
arketing (to 
m
ake buses appealing)
Education and m
arketing
Case study exam
ples of 
successful projects/program
s 
(fewer cars in high density or 
along corridors)
Education about new parking 
practices
Design guidelines
Benet/cost analysis
Education about good design
Sm
art parking m
obile 
applications
85
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Strategy
Under 
Any
Under 
Certain
Under 
Any + 
Certain
Under 
No
PD Low
-
Hanging 
Fruit
VM
T/GHG 
Reduction 
Potential
VM
T/GHG 
Low
VM
T/GHG 
High
GP 
Short/M
ed-
term
GP Long-
term
GP Type of 
Strategy
Require Residential Area Parking Perm
its (coupled with Lim
it Parking Supply, Unbundle Parking Costs from
 Property 
Costs, M
arket Rate Parking Pricing)
grouped
12
Dem
and-based parking pricing
4
18
67%
2
33%
2.8 - 5.5%
2.8%
5.5%
25%
10%
Cost of 
Driving
Im
plem
ent M
arket Price Public Parking
2.8-5.5%
13
Car share, electric vehicle, and hybrid parking requirem
ents
10
16
79%
2
58%
0.4 - 20.3%
0.4%
20.3%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Im
plem
ent a Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) Network (coupled with Provide Electric Vehicle Parking)
0.5-12.7%
Im
plem
ent Preferential Parking Perm
it Program
 (grouped with Im
plem
ent Com
m
ute Trip Reduction Program
-Voluntary, 
Provide Ride-Sharing Program
s)
grouped
Utilize Alternative Fueled Vehicles
Utilize Electric or Hybrid Vehicles
0.4-20.3%
14
Encourage telecom
m
uting and alternative work schedules
20
9
88%
0
67%
0.07 - 21%
0.07%
21%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Encourage telecom
m
uting and alternative work schedules
0.07-5.50%
Im
plem
ent Com
m
ute Trip Reduction Program
 (Voluntary)
1.0-6.2%
Im
plem
ent Com
m
ute Trip Reduction Program
 (Required Im
plem
entation/M
onitoring)
4.2-21.0%
15
Em
ployee vehicle sharing program
s and alternative m
odes
18
12
91%
0
33%
0.3 - 15%
0.3%
15%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Provide Ride-Sharing Program
s
1-15%
Im
plem
ent Com
m
ute Trip Reduction Program
 (Voluntary)
1.0-6.2%
Im
plem
ent Com
m
ute Trip Reduction Program
 (Required Im
plem
entation/M
onitoring)
4.2-21.0%
Im
plem
ent Com
m
ute Trip Reduction M
arketing
0.8-4.0%
Im
plem
ent Car-Sharing Program
0.4-0.7%
Provide Em
ployer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle
0.3-13.4%
Install Park-and-Ride Lots (grouped with Im
plem
ent Area or Cordon Pricing, Em
ployer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle, Ride 
Share Program
, Transit System
 Im
provem
ents 1-6)
grouped
16
Vehicle sharing program
s
18
12
91%
0
25%
0.4 - 15%
0.4%
15%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Provide Ride-Sharing Program
s
1-15%
Im
plem
ent Car-Sharing Program
0.4-0.7%
Install Park-and-Ride Lots (grouped with Im
plem
ent Area or Cordon Pricing, Em
ployer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle, Ride 
Share Program
, Transit System
 Im
provem
ents 1-6)
grouped
17
Em
ployer parking m
anagem
ent
12
14
79%
2
33%
0.1 - 19.7%
0.1%
19.7%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Price W
orkplace Parking
0.1-19.7%
Im
plem
ent Em
ployee Parking "Cash Out"
0.6-7.7%
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121314151617
Currently Being 
Im
plem
ented?
Type of 
Strategy
Com
plexity 
of Concerns
Sum
m
ary of Circum
stances
Capitola, Pacic 
Grove
Parking
M
edium
Com
bine  with other strategies 
(parking benet district)
Em
phasize benets
Identify proper locations 
(downtown, high dem
and 
areas)
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs
Show that it fullls com
m
unity 
needs (socio, econ, enviro)- 
visibly invested in com
m
unity
Capitola
Parking
Low
Clear denition and 
explanation of process
Educate leaders and politicians
Justify new requirem
ents
M
onterey 
County, Capitola
Ed + TDM
Low
Dependent on the type of 
industry
M
ake program
s voluntary, do 
not m
andate
No associated costs
M
onterey 
County, Capitola
Alt. Driving
Low
Em
phasize the benets (value)
M
ake program
s voluntary, do 
not m
andate
No associated costs
Capitola
Alt. Driving
Low
Em
phasize the benets (value)
M
ake program
s voluntary, do 
not m
andate
No associated costs
No liability
Capitola, City of 
M
onterey 
(Seasonal)
Parking
Low
M
ake program
s voluntary, do 
not m
andate
Option for seasonal program
s
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121314151617
Resources
Sm
art parking m
obile 
applications
Education and m
arketing
Benet/cost analysis
Feasibility analysis
Feasibility analysis
Education about new program
s
M
arketing to industries that 
can support alternate 
schedules
Program
 m
anagem
ent guides
Education and m
arketing
Benet/cost analysis
Education and m
arketing
Case study exam
ples of 
successful projects/program
s
88
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Strategy
Under 
Any
Under 
Certain
Under 
Any + 
Certain
Under 
No
PD Low
-
Hanging 
Fruit
VM
T/GHG 
Reduction 
Potential
VM
T/GHG 
Low
VM
T/GHG 
High
GP 
Short/M
ed-
term
GP Long-
term
GP Type of 
Strategy
18
Provide recognition program
s
12
11
70%
1
25%
0.8 - 4%
0.8%
4%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Im
plem
ent Com
m
ute Trip Reduction M
arketing
0.8-4.0%
19
Toll lanes
2
21
70%
5
8%
-
0%
-
25%
10%
Cost of 
Driving
20
Regional gas tax
5
15
61%
3
17%
-
0%
-
25%
10%
Cost of 
Driving
21
Congestion pricing
4
14
55%
5
8%
-
7.9%
22%
25%
10%
Cost of 
Driving
Im
plem
ent Area or Cordon Pricing
7.9-22.0%
22
Vehicle M
iles Traveled (VM
T) fees
5
7
36%
8
17%
-
0%
-
25%
10%
Cost of 
Driving
23
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes
10
18
85%
1
8%
-
0%
-
25%
10%
Cost of 
Driving
24
Pay-as-you-drive car insurance
5
16
64%
1
25%
-
0%
-
25%
10%
Cost of 
Driving
25
Zoning based on street type, and street network type (A-B Street Networks)
5
13
55%
3
25%
-
0%
-
35%
57%
Land Use
26
Developm
ent Im
pact Fee program
10
15
76%
2
42%
-
0%
-
35%
57%
Land Use
Required Project Contributions to Transportation Infrastructure Im
provem
ent Projects (grouped with Im
prove Tra
c Flow 
and Transit System
 Im
provem
ents 1-7)
grouped
27
Reduce im
pact fees for inll developm
ent projects
11
17
85%
2
50%
0.8 - 65%
0.80%
65%
35%
57%
Land Use
Increase Density
0.8-30.0%
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18192021222324252627
Currently Being 
Im
plem
ented?
Type of 
Strategy
Com
plexity 
of Concerns
Sum
m
ary of Circum
stances
Gonzales
Ed + TDM
Low
Encourage and recognize new 
groups (not groups already 
doing it)
M
ake program
s voluntary, do 
not m
andate
No/low associated costs
Cost of Driving
High
Em
phasize the benets
Identify proper locations (not 
only one way in/out)
M
ake equitable
No booth (uninterrupted tra
c 
ow)
No im
pacts on freight
Show that it fullls com
m
unity 
needs (socio, econ, enviro)- 
visibly invested in com
m
unity
Show that it will create new 
incom
e for the region
Cost of Driving
High
Clear denition and 
explanation of process (how 
funds will be allocated & spent- 
to alternate transportation)
Cum
ulative taxes not higher 
than surrounding areas
Dem
onstrate im
provem
ent in 
business and econom
ic 
com
m
unity
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers (reducing 
petroleum
 dependency)
Show that it creates new 
incom
e/wealth for the 
com
m
unity/region
Voter approval
Cost of Driving
High
Clear denition and 
explanation of process (reason, 
purpose)
Com
bine with other strategies 
(alternative transportation, 
HOT lane)
Identify funding sources
Identify proper locations (high 
volum
e areas)
No im
pacts on freight
No im
pacts on tourism
Show that it creates new 
incom
e/wealth for the 
com
m
unity/region
Cost of Driving
High
Creates local jobs
Em
phasize the benets
Equity in priority for all m
odes
Identify funding sources: 
grants, special funds
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers
Project evaluation to consider 
sm
art growth
Service to rural routes and 
other parts of the region
Show that it's econom
ical
Cost of Driving
High
Establish consistent rules for 
user groups
Identify appropriate regional 
strategy
M
aintain existing roadway 
width vs. adding dedicated 
HOV lanes
Show that it creates new 
incom
e/wealth for the 
com
m
unity/region
Tim
e to congestion
Cost of Driving
Low
No or low cost to households
Regulations
Show that overall fees are 
reduced
Land Use
M
edium
Clear denition and 
explanation of process (results, 
im
pacts)
Com
patible uses
Identify proper locations 
(dense areas)
Neighborhood support
Santa Cruz, 
Gonzales, 
Soledad, Pacic 
Grove
Econom
ic
M
edium
Clear denition and 
explanation of process 
(disclosure, allocation)
Em
phasize the benets
Share fee burden am
ong 
developers and property 
owners
Tie to com
m
unity objectives 
and the greater good
Santa Cruz, 
Soledad, 
Gonzales
Econom
ic
M
edium
Clear denition and 
explanation of process
Com
m
unity decision about 
what im
pact fees to reduce
Em
phasize the benets (of 
putting land into production)
Include environm
ental features 
and services
Show that it fullls com
m
unity 
needs (socio, econ, enviro)
Tied to regional planning 
strategy
90
Page 12 of 18
18192021222324252627
Resources
Case study exam
ples successful 
projects/program
s (equitable 
toll lanes)
Im
pact studies of low incom
e 
drivers
Im
pact studies on nearby 
routes
Education and m
arketing 
(walking, transit)
Education and m
arketing 
(walking, transit)
Transportation in a regional 
context
Education
Insurance com
pany form
s that 
ask about driving habits 
(opportunity to add elds)
Dem
onstrate how this factors 
into state's insurance policy
Steps for how to regulate
Education and m
arketing 
(location, setting)
Case study exam
ples of 
successful projects/program
s 
(regional)
Exam
ples of good design and 
im
plem
entation
Case study exam
ples of 
successful projects/program
s
Education and m
arketing
91
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Strategy
Under 
Any
Under 
Certain
Under 
Any + 
Certain
Under 
No
PD Low
-
Hanging 
Fruit
VM
T/GHG 
Reduction 
Potential
VM
T/GHG 
Low
VM
T/GHG 
High
GP 
Short/M
ed-
term
GP Long-
term
GP Type of 
Strategy
Increase Location E
ciency
10-65%
28
Transfer of Developm
ent Rights
5
18
70%
1
25%
-
0%
-
35%
57%
Land Use
29
Tax Increm
ent Financing (TIF) Districts
4
13
52%
0
25%
-
0%
-
35%
57%
Land Use
30
Stream
lined developm
ent review
14
16
91%
1
33%
-
0%
-
35%
57%
Land Use
31
Joint Developm
ent
13
13
79%
0
17%
-
0%
-
35%
57%
Land Use
32
Regional Tax Revenue Sharing Program
4
16
61%
1
17%
-
0%
-
35%
57%
Land Use
33
Floating Zones for certain types of undeterm
ined uses
2
11
39%
1
17%
-
0%
-
35%
57%
Land Use
34
Transit-Oriented Aordable Housing Fund
9
17
79%
1
50%
0.04 - 24.6%
0.04%
24.6%
40%
29%
Alt. Driving
Increase Transit Accessibility
0.5-24.6%
Integrate Aordable & Below M
arket Rate Housing
0.04-1.20%
35
Graduated density bonus for inll projects
10
20
91%
0
33%
0.08 - 65%
0.08%
65%
35%
57%
Land Use
Increase Density
0.8-30.0%
Increase Location E
ciency
10-65%
36
Tax credits or exem
ptions for redevelopm
ent/reuse, inll
13
17
91%
0
17%
0.08 - 65%
0.08%
65%
35%
57%
Land Use
Increase Density
0.8-30.0%
Increase Location E
ciency
10-65%
37
Tax credits or exem
ptions for incorporating aordable housing
12
18
91%
0
25%
0.04 - 1.2%
0.04%
1.2%
35%
57%
Land Use
Integrate Aordable & Below M
arket Rate Housing
0.04-1.20%
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28293031323334353637
Currently Being 
Im
plem
ented?
Type of 
Strategy
Com
plexity 
of Concerns
Sum
m
ary of Circum
stances
Gonzales SOI, 
Santa Cruz, San 
Benito, Hollister
Econom
ic
High
Cooperation between sending 
and receiving sites
Good design (structure to 
function)
Identify funding (initial cash 
input)
Identify proper locations (land 
already geared for 
developm
ent)
Involve/outreach to the 
com
m
unity
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs
Santa Cruz, 
Salinas, Gonzales
Econom
ic
Low
Clear denition and 
explanation of process (how 
set up, who it serves, funding 
to transportation 
im
provem
ents)
Em
phasize the benets (to 
com
m
unity, industry)
Show that it creates new 
incom
e/wealth for the 
com
m
unity/region (and 
district, property owners)
M
onterey 
County, Pacic 
Grove, Hollister, 
Gonzales
Land Use
High
Clear denition and 
explanation of process
Encourage a quick process once 
all the info is there, reducing 
costs
M
aintain public participation 
process
No econom
ic risk to developers
Show that it creates wealth for 
com
m
unity
Show that it fullls com
m
unity 
needs (socio, econ, enviro)
Show that it m
aintains the 
integrity of the enviro review 
process
M
onterey County- 
TAM
C
Econom
ic
Low
Clear denition and 
explanation of process
Em
phasize the benets (to 
m
ultiple groups)
Show that it fullls com
m
unity 
needs (socio, econ, enviro)
Seaside & Sand 
City
Econom
ic
M
edium
Clear denition and 
explanation of process (what 
taxes, who participates, 
circum
stances, how funds 
allocated & spent)
M
ake equitable
Political will, buy-in
Land Use
Low
Clear denition and 
explanation of process
Identify proper locations 
(zones)
City of M
onterey- 
Corridors
Econom
ic
M
edium
Clear denition and 
explanation of process
Com
bine with other strategies 
(better transit)
Good design (streetscape)
Identify funding sources: 
grants, special funds
Identify proper locations
M
ake attractive: enhances the 
quality of life, protects the 
urban boundary and natural 
environm
ent, reduces GHGs, 
benets workers
Carm
el (Carm
el 
Foundation)
Land Use
High
Bonus for greater aordability
Clear denition and 
explanation of process
Identify proper locations
Include environm
ental features 
and services
Require/m
andate (aordable 
housing)
Tie to com
m
unity objectives 
and the greater good
Tie to conservation
Soledad
Econom
ic
High
Clear denition and 
explanation of process
Identify proper locations
Include environm
ental features 
and services
Require/m
andate (aordable 
housing)
Show im
plications on budget 
shortfalls
Tie to com
m
unity objectives 
and the greater good
Soledad
Econom
ic
M
edium
Appropriate housing types
Equity in aordable housing
Identify proper locations
Include environm
ental features 
and services
Integrate with m
arket rate 
housing
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28293031323334353637
Resources
Education and m
arketing
Case study exam
ples of 
successful projects/program
s
Exam
ples of good design and 
im
plem
entation
Im
plem
entation plan
General Plan and zoning 
clarication
Case study exam
ples of 
successful projects/program
s
Exam
ples of how m
oving 
projects forward increases 
com
m
unity wealth and tax 
base
Education about process
Exam
ples of good design and 
im
plem
entation
Education and m
arketing
Exam
ples of good design and 
im
plem
entation
Education and m
arketing
Com
parison of existing and 
regional system
Explanation of the process
Benet/cost analysis (for 
stakeholder groups)
AM
BAG (m
anually im
plem
ent 
m
ix of uses)
Education
Feasibility analysis
Exam
ples of good design and 
im
plem
entation
Education and m
arketing
Education about process
Exam
ples of good design and 
im
plem
entation
Exam
ples of how projects 
pencil out to developers
Exam
ples of high quality inll 
projects
Education about process
Exam
ples of good design and 
im
plem
entation
Exam
ples of well-crafted law
Exam
ples of high quality inll 
projects
Education about process
Feasibility analysis
Case study exam
ples of 
successful projects/program
s
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Strategy
Under 
Any
Under 
Certain
Under 
Any + 
Certain
Under 
No
PD Low
-
Hanging 
Fruit
VM
T/GHG 
Reduction 
Potential
VM
T/GHG 
Low
VM
T/GHG 
High
GP 
Short/M
ed-
term
GP Long-
term
GP Type of 
Strategy
38
Tax credits or exem
ptions for incorporating m
ixed-use
11
20
94%
0
25%
9 - 30%
9%
30%
35%
57%
Land Use
M
ixed-Use
9-30%
39
Use Specic Plans and EIRs to reduce costs of entitlem
ents and approvals to Site and Architectural Design 
Review
8
13
64%
2
33%
-
0%
-
35%
57%
Land Use
40
Ordinances that increase density and stock of aordable housing, such as Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) 
Ordinances, Inclusionary Ordinances, and Single-Room
-Occupancy Ordinances)
9
19
85%
2
42%
0.04 - 30%
0.04%
30%
35%
57%
Land Use
Increase Density
0.8-30.0%
Integrate Aordable & Below M
arket Rate Housing
0.04-1.20%
41
M
ixed-use ordinances
17
15
97%
0
58%
9 - 65%
9%
65%
35%
57%
Land Use
M
ixed-Use
9-30%
Increase Location E
ciency
10-65%
42
Educate realtors, lenders, and hom
e buyers on the use of location-e
cient m
ortgages
16
6
67%
1
25%
-
0%
-
35%
57%
Land Use
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3839404142
Currently Being 
Im
plem
ented?
Type of 
Strategy
Com
plexity 
of Concerns
Sum
m
ary of Circum
stances
Econom
ic
Low
Com
patible uses
Identify proper locations
Include environm
ental features 
and services
Santa Cruz, 
M
onterey 
County, Capitola, 
Salinas, Soledad, 
Gonzales
Land Use
M
edium
Clear denition and 
explanation of process
Good design (architecture that 
ts in)
No econom
ic risk to developers
Show that it m
aintains the 
integrity of the enviro review 
process (m
itigations enforced)
Capitola, Pacic 
Grove
Land Use
M
edium
Em
phasize the benets
Ensures public safety
Integrate with m
arket rate 
housing
M
ake it voluntary, do not 
m
andate
Tie to com
m
unity objectives 
and the greater good
W
ell-written ordinance
Capitola, Salinas, 
Pacic Grove, 
Soledad, 
Gonzales
Land Use
Low
Com
patible uses
Include environm
ental features 
and services
Tie to com
m
unity objectives
W
ell-written ordinance
Capitola
Ed + TDM
Low
Require/m
andate
Tie environm
ental costs to 
hom
e buying decision
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3839404142
Resources
Best practices for 
im
plem
entation, incl. detailed 
program
 with tim
eline
Feasibility analysis
Sustainable design practices
Education
Sam
ple zoning code
Design guidelines
M
odel ordinance; guidance 
docum
ents
Case study exam
ples of 
successful projects/program
s
M
odel ordinance; guidance 
docum
ents
Education and m
arketing 
(sm
art planning, 
consequences, com
m
unity 
benets)
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Welcome to the Regional Advisory Committee
Welcome to the regional Advisory Committee for the regional implementation Plan for Smart 
Growth development Strategies for the Monterey Bay Area. 
As a committee member, you will play an important role in helping to shape the way the Monterey 
Bay Area grows and develops. your participation in this effort will help to ensure the Monterey Bay 
Area can do our part in the statewide effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 2035.  By 
coordinating our region’s investments in transportation, housing and economic development, we 
can achieve our region’s -5% greenhouse gas reduction target set by the California Air resources 
Board as part of the Sustainable Communities & Climate Protection Act of 2008 (Senate Bill 375).
Background
AMBAG’s recently completed regional vision plan, envisioning the Monterey Bay Area: A 
Blueprint for Sustainable Growth and Smart infrastructure, laid the foundation for the SB 375 
mandated Sustainable Communities Strategy for the Monterey Bay Area.  however, influencing 
market forces to support a sustainable growth pattern will require regional coordination in 
implementing innovative “carrot and stick” strategies.  AMBAG recently received a Community 
Based transportation Planning grant from Caltrans develop such a plan, entitled the regional 
implementation Plan for Smart Growth development Strategies. 
the project will include an inventory of existing “Smart Growth development Strategies” in the 
Monterey Bay Area as well as research into the political feasibility and implementation needs for 
new strategies that have the potential to most significantly improve the development potential 
of parcels within Priority Areas (as identified in the Blueprint planning process). Such strategies 
include public/private partnerships, parking policies (such as rdA parking districts), graduated 
density zoning and transit benefit districts. 
regional Blueprint planning efforts in 2009-2010 allowed AMBAG staff to survey over 700 
members of the public as well as over 100 local planning staff on their housing, neighborhood 
and transportation preferences as well as their interest in smart growth policies and development 
strategies.  Picking up where Blueprint planning efforts left off, AMBAG is convening the regional 
Advisory Committee. Committee members are comprised of local planning and redevelopment 
staff, community leaders, and business leaders, among other stakeholders.   
Regional Advisory Committee Role and Expectations
regional Advisory Committee members were recommended by planning directors and elected 
officials throughout the Monterey Bay Area. the AMBAG Board of directors approved the 
Committee in July of 2011 after having made several revisions to the list of recommendations in 
order to ensure  representation of a diverse cross section of each of the three county’s stakeholders. 
As Committee members, you will participate in surveys, informational interviews and focus 
groups to help determine the  feasibility and implementation needs of a range of strategies 
during the 2011/12 winter months. throughout 2012 and into early 2013, Committee members 
will provide crucial input to assist AMBAG staff with developing resources to assist participating 
local jurisdictions with the implementation of these strategies.  
regional Advisory Committee members will be expected to:
•	 Attend quarterly meetings, between Fall 2011 and early 2013
•	 Participate in online surveys, focus groups, and one-on-one interviews
•	 Act as a liaison to their stakeholder group(s)
•	 Maintain a fair and open-minded approach to regional issues and proposed strategies 
Information Packet
this information Packet contains the quarterly meeting schedule, a list of regional Advisory 
Committee members, highlights from the online pre-meeting survey taken by Committee 
members in September of 2011, and a series of smart growth development survey profiles.
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Regional Advisory Committee Membersi l is r  itt  - Quart rly Meeting Schedule
Meeting # Date Location Time
Meeting #1 10/19/2011 UC MBest Center 9.30am-1pm
Meeting #2 1/19/2012 Watsonville  Civic Center 9.30am-1pm
Meeting #3 4/18/2012 tBd 9.30am-1pm
Meeting #4 7/19/2012 tBd 9.30am-1pm
Meeting #5 10/17/2012 tBd 9.30am-1pm
Meeting #6 1/17/2013 tBd 9.30am-1pm
regional Advisory Committee meetings will take place quarterly from Fall 2011 through early 2013. Meetings will be held at various locations throughout the Monterey Bay Area.
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Regional Advisory Committee Members Regional Advisory Committee Membersi l is r  itt  - Quart rly Meeting Schedule
Abby taylor Silva VP of Policy & Communications
  Grower-Shipper Association of Central California
Primary: Agriculture
Secondary: Water resources
Other: Business/ economic development
Amy l. White executive director, landWatch Monterey County 
Primary: Planning
Secondary: environment (including land conservation)
Other: Water resources, land Use Policy in Monterey County
Andrew Schiffrin Member, City of Santa Cruz Water Commission
Primary: Planning
Secondary: Water resources 
Other: environment (including land conservation), transportation
Bert lemke Architect, Seascape design
Primary: Urban design or Architecture
Secondary: Planning
Other: Property development
Bill leahy  executive director, Big Sur land trust
Primary: environment (including land conservation)
Secondary: Community interest Groups
Bill tysseling executive director, Santa Cruz Area Chamber of Commerce 
Primary: Business/economic development
Secondary: education (K-12, higher ed)
Other: effective Government
Bob Bumba Broker/owner, Bumba real estate
  Primary: real estate
Secondary: Consumerism, theory on Change
Other:  Consumerism-theory on change
Cesar lara  director, Monterey Bay Central labor Council
Primary: Business/economic development
Secondary: labor relations
Other: Urban design or Architecture
Chris robb Senior human resources Coordinator, Monterey Bay Aquarium 
Primary: transportation
Secondary: environment (including land conservation)
Other: labor relations
darby Fuerst rAC Member, County of Monterey
Primary: Water resources
Secondary: environment (including land conservation)
Other: Planning
david huboi Principal Architect/owner, huboi Architecture AiA 
Primary: Urban design or Architecture
Secondary: Planning
Other: environment (including land conservation)
david roemer rAC Member, County of San Benito
Primary: Planning
regional Advisory Committee meetings will take place quarterly from Fall 2011 through early 2013. Meetings will be held at various locations throughout the Monterey Bay Area.
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Regional Advisory Committee Members
deborah elston President, Santa Cruz Neighbors, inc.   
Alternate: JD Sotelo, Santa Cruz Neighbors Inc.
 Primary: Community interest Groups
Secondary: tourism
edward (Ned) Van Valkenburgh  Marketing representative, Carpenters Union
 Primary:  labor relations
Secondary: Business/economic development
Other: Planning
eleanor taylor        transportation Supervisor, Monterey County office of education 
Primary: transportation
Secondary: education (K-12, higher ed) 
eric Mangahis Senior environmental health Specialist, County of Monterey 
Primary: environment (including land conservation)
Secondary: Business/economic development
Glenn robinson doctor; rAC Member, Monterey County
Primary: education (K-12, higher ed)
Secondary: Community interest Groups
Other: Planning
Gine Johnson Santa Cruz County Commission on the environment
Alternate: Colin Clark, Senior Program Manager, Ecology Action
Primary: environment (including land conservation)
Secondary: transportation
Other: energy efficiency, pollution prevention, reduction of GhG, waste reduction & water issues
harold r. Wolgamott emergency Services director, City of Gonzales 
Primary: Business/economic development
Secondary: Planning
Other: environment (including land conservation)
hunter harvath Asst. General Manager- Finance & Administration, MSt
Primary: tourism
Secondary: Business/economic development
Other: Planning, transportation
Jan Saxton Media Analyst, ihS Screen digest
Primary: environment (including land conservation)
Secondary: Water resources
Other: transportation
Janet Brennan Board Member, landWatch Monterey County, Alternate
Primary: Air Quality Planning
Secondary: Planning
Other: Water resources
Jeff larkey rAC Member, County of Santa Cruz
  Primary: Agriculture
Jim West  rAC Member, County of San Benito
 Primary: environment (including land conservation)
larry Pageler director of transportation & Parking Services, UC Santa Cruz
Primary: transportation
Secondary: Planning
Other: environment (including land conservation)
Regional Advisory Committee Members
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Regional Advisory Committee Members
lisa dobbins  executive director, Action Pajaro Valley
Primary: Community interest Groups
Secondary: Planning
Other: environment (including land conservation), watershed planning and education
luis A. osorio Planning Commissioner, City of Monterey 
Primary: Planning
Secondary: Urban design or Architecture
Other: transportation
Matthew Sundt Vice President, GSPeC  
Primary: Planning
Secondary: transportation
Other: Business/economic development, environment 
Nancy A. Martin economic development Corp. of San Benito County
Primary: Business/economic development
Secondary: Property development
Other: tourism, logistics, infrastructure, education, real estate, housing
owen lawlor Principal, lawlor landUse
Primary: Property development
Secondary: real estate
Other: Business/ economic development
Pedro Castillo rAC Member, County of Santa Cruz
Primary: Business
Piet Canin  VP of transportation, ecology Action
Primary: transportation
Secondary: environment (including land conservation)
robert Gatto rAC Member, County of San Benito 
Primary: Community interest Groups
Secondary: Planning
Other: education (K-12, higher ed), Construction
Sam trevino director, Monterey County Area Agency on  Aging
Primary: Community interest Groups
Secondary: transportation
Other: Planning
Sherwood darington    Chair & Public Member,  lAFCo of Monterey County
Primary: Agriculture
Secondary: environment (including land conservation)
Other: Water resources
Steve harris district representative/trustee, operating engineers local Union # 3
Primary: labor relations
Secondary: transportation
Other: Water resources
teresa Corwin executive director, land trust of Santa Cruz County
Primary: environment (including land conservation)
tim Foley  rAC Member, County of San Benito
Primary: education
 
tom Burns Consultant   
Primary: Planning
Secondary: Urban design or Architecture
As
so
cia
tio
n 
of
 M
on
te
re
y B
ay
 A
re
a G
ov
er
nm
en
ts
8
BU
il
di
NG
 S
US
tA
iN
AB
le
 C
oM
M
UN
it
ie
S 
iN
 t
he
 M
oN
te
re
y 
BA
y 
Ar
eA
Regional Advisory Committee Members
tom Martella rAC Member, County of Monterey
Primary: Business
Vicki Montoya rAC Member, County of Monterey
Primary: Community interest Groups
Victoria Beach Principal, Arch-io 
Primary: Urban design or Architecture
Secondary: Planning
Other: education (K-12, higher ed)
Regional Advisory Committee Members
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0 5 10 15 20 25 30 
Land use policies 
Investment in transit and alt to driving 
Policies that affect cost of driving 
How Much Potention for GHG Reduction do the following 
Strategies have? 
0 5 10 15 20 25 
Transfer of Development Rights 
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Districts 
Graduated Density Bonus for Infill Projects 
Regional Tax Revenue Sharing 
Streamlined Development Review Process 
Reducing or limiting parking supply 
Higher gas prices 
Carpool lanes 
Toll lanes 
Variable road pricing based on congestion 
Pay-as-you-drive car insurance 
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) fees 
Increasing funding for most effective transit services? 
Offering more transportation funds to cities that … 
Improving bicycle & pedestrian routes? 
Expanding express bus & local bus services? 
Expanding commuter rail services? 
Increasing funding to repair or purchase new … 
I have had some involvement (or more) with: Areas of Expertise and/or Professional Interest
AMBAG regional Advisory Committee, September 2011
“I have had some involvement (or more) with the following strategy:”
AMBAG regional Advisory Committee, September 2011
in September of 2011, Committee members participated in a pre-meeting online survey. highlights from the survey results can be found below.
Source: September 2011 Pre-Meeting Survey results, AMBAG regional Advisory Committee
Source: September 2011 Pre-Meeting Survey results, AMBAG regional Advisory Committee
0 5 10 15 20 
Community Interest Groups 
Education (K-12, higher ed) 
Environment (including land … 
Water Resources 
Agriculture 
Labor Relations 
Transportation 
Planning 
Urban Design or Architecture 
Property Development 
Real Estate 
Business/ Economic Development 
Tourism 
Other 
Regional Advisory Committee Members: 
Areas of Expertise 
0 20 40 60 80 
Land use policies 
Invest in transit and alt to driving 
Policies that affect cost of driving 
I have had some involvement (or more) with: 
Regional Advisory Committee: Areas of Expertise and Professional Interest
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Smart Growth Development Strategies
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Smart Growth Development Strategies Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
the following pages provide a brief introduction to a number of smart growth development 
strategies. the strategies profiled here include those that have demonstrated potential for 
greenhouse gas reductions as well as some strategies that have been identified as low hanging 
fruit through an online survey of the Monterey Bay Area Planning directors Forum in August 
of 2011.  
the demonstrated potential for greeenhouse gas reductions is pulled from an August 2010 
report produced by the California Air Pollution Control officer’s Association (CAPCoA) entitled 
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures: A Resource for Local Government to Assess 
Emissions Reductions from Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures.
PROFILE OUTLINE
each strategy profile contains a brief definition, three potential positive and negative impacts 
of the strategy, the VMt/GhG reduction potential, and whether or not it was identified as low 
hanging fruit (denoted in red). Some profiles contain clusters of related strategies - this was 
done in order to identify the related measure from the CAPCoA report and its associated GhG 
reduction potential.
 PROFILES
if red, this strategy was 
identified as low hanging fruit.
Where possible, GhG reduction figures 
were included.
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Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
Medium
2.8% to 5.5%
Parking Benefit districts
Parking Benefit districts are defined areas where market-rate prices are charged 
for curb-side parking, with the hope of increasing turnover and reducing traffic 
congestion. the revenues collected from the metered parking would then be spent 
within the defined area to enhance the public realm in that area, such as planting 
trees, cleaning sidewalks, undergrounding utilities, ensuring public safety, adding 
wayfinding signage, and other public improvements that benefit the entire district. 
to be effective, this policy should be coupled with reducing off-street parking 
requirements in the same district so that the supply of parking is priced similarly, 
and so developers have cost savings.
implement Market Price Public Parking (on-Street)
“...pricing all central business district/employment center/retail center on-street 
parking. it will be priced to encourage “park once” behavior. the benefit of this 
measure above that of paid parking at the project only is that it deters parking 
spillover from project supplied parking to other public parking nearby, which 
undermine the vehicle miles traveled (VMt) benefits of project pricing. it may also 
generate sufficient area-wide mode shifts to justify increased transit service to the 
area.”1
1   CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, Pdt-3, p213.
Positive Impacts
•	 Generates revenue (from non-resident motorists), which pays for improvements in the 
same district.
•	 increases turnover of parking spaces (customers) and reduces traffic congestion.
•	 reducing off-street parking requirements is an incentive for developers – it is cheaper to 
build less parking.
Negative Impacts
•	Merchants often fear that charging for parking will keep customers away. 
•	 Concern that the meters will not guarantee revenue for the area. 
•	 reducing off-street parking requirements can be seen as controversial.
Smart Growth Development Strategies
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Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
transfer of development rights offer landowners a financial incentive for the 
voluntary conservation of environmental or agricultural land, and developers 
wishing to build more the ability to do so in strategically planned areas. 
A tdr Credit Bank can be used to store development rights that have been 
purchased if there is not yet a development identified to receive the development 
rights. this can be useful for areas of high conservation interest. 
transfer of (Air) development rights can also be used in areas where there are 
historic buildings that can be preserved. the local government would permit 
developers to purchase the unused air rights of historic properties.
UNKNOWN
% 
transfer of development rights (tdr)
Positive Impacts1
•	 Promotes orderly growth by concentrating development in areas with adequate public 
services. 
•	 tdr programs are market-driven—private parties pay to protect farmland, and more 
land is protected when development pressure is high. 
•	 Programs can accomplish multiple goals, including farmland protection, protection of 
environmentally sensitive areas, and the preservation of historic buildings.
1    American Farmland trust. 2001. Fact Sheet: transfer of development rights.
Negative Impacts
•	 Programs are technically complicated and will require significant investment of time and 
staff resources.
•	 tdr is an unfamiliar concept. A lengthy and extensive public education campaign is 
generally required to explain tdr to citizens. 
•	 the pace of transactions depends on the private market for development rights. if the 
real estate market is depressed, few rights will be sold, and little land will be protected.
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Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
Projects that improve bicycle, pedestrian, and transit infrastructure will be funded 
prior to funding auto-oriented infrastructure. these projects could include sidewalks, 
safe pedestrian crossings, transit access improvements, bike lanes, shared-use trails 
and bridges, and bicycle parking facilities (including near transit).
Provide pedestrian network improvements
“Providing a pedestrian access network to link areas of the Project site encourages 
people to walk instead of drive. this mode shift results in people driving less and 
thus a reduction in VMt...the project will minimize barriers to pedestrian access 
and interconnectivity. Physical barriers such as walls, landscaping, and slopes that 
impede pedestrian circulation will be eliminated.”1
incorporate bike lane street design
“the project will incorporate bicycle lanes, routes, and shared-use paths into street 
systems, new subdivisions, and large developments...a continuous network of 
routes, facilitated with markings and signage. these improvements can help reduce 
peak-hour vehicle trips by making commuting by bike easier and more convenient 
for more people. in addition, improved bicycle facilities can increase access to and 
from transit hubs, thereby expanding the “catchment area” of the transit stop or 
station and increasing ridership. Bicycle access can also reduce parking pressure on 
heavily-used and/or heavily-subsidized feeder bus lines and auto-oriented park-
and-ride facilities.”2 
1   CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures,  Sdt-1, p186.
2   CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, Sdt-5, p200.
Low
0% to 2%
Prioritize funding for transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 
over auto-oriented infrastructure 
Positive Impacts1
•	 Non-motorized modes produce less air and water pollution, less noise, and fewer GhG 
emissions.
•	 economic benefits from reduced household spending on auto-related expenses.
•	 “Active travel” helps meet recommended daily personal physical activity thresholds to 
reduce health care costs.
1    McCann, Barbara, and Susan handy. 2009. the regional response to Federal Funding for Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Projects. UC davis Sustainable transportation Center of the institute of transportation Studies.
Negative Impacts
•	 less money for capacity increasing transportation projects and other auto-oriented 
projects.
•	 in some cases, funding has gone to projects (such as recreational paths) that are less 
likely to reduce VMt. 1
•	 Public education will be needed on traffic laws, bike/ped routes, safety, etc. 2
1    McCann, Barbara, and Susan handy. 2009. the regional response to Federal Funding for Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Projects. UC davis Sustainable transportation Center of the institute of transportation Studies.
2    ibid.
Smart Growth Development Strategies
As
so
cia
tio
n 
of
 M
on
te
re
y B
ay
 A
re
a G
ov
er
nm
en
ts
15
BU
il
di
NG
 S
US
tA
iN
AB
le
 C
oM
M
UN
it
ie
S 
iN
 t
he
 M
oN
te
re
y 
BA
y 
Ar
eA
Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
limit Parking Supply
“...change parking requirements and types of supply within the project site to 
encourage “smart growth” development and alternative transportation choices 
by project residents and employees. this will be accomplished in a multi-faceted 
strategy:
• elimination (or reduction) of minimum parking requirements
• Creation of maximum parking requirements
• Provision of shared parking it may also generate sufficient area-wide mode 
shifts to justify increased transit service to the area.”1
Unbundle Parking Costs from Property Costs
“Unbundling separates parking from property costs, requiring those who wish 
to purchase parking spaces to do so at an additional cost from the property cost. 
this removes the burden from those who do not wish to utilize a parking space. 
Parking will be priced separately from home rents/purchase prices or office leases. 
An assumption is made that the parking costs are passed through to the vehicle 
owners/drivers utilizing the parking spaces.”2
1   CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, Pdt-1, p207.
2   CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, Pdt-2, p210.
HIGH
2.6% to 13%
reduce minimum parking requirements
Positive Impacts
•	 reducing parking supply encourages alternative forms of transportation.
•	 Costs of parking are passed on to vehicle owners/drivers instead of bundled with the 
cost of development.
•	 Combining the reduction in minimum parking requirements, employer cash-out to 
reduce parking demand, and Parking Benefit districts for curb-side parking can reduce 
air pollution and congestion, and address issues of spillover parking.1
1   Shoup, d. C. (1995). An opportunity to reduce minimum parking requirements. Journal of the American Planning 
Association, 61(1), p. 14-28.
Negative Impacts
•	 reducing minimum parking requirements as a stand-alone strategy can cause spillover 
parking that undermines VMt reductions.
•	 Paradigm shift from predominently free parking that minimum parking requirements 
produces to charging motorists for parking and exposing the true costs of parking.
•	 Need for increased transit service to area to compensate for reduced parking supply.
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Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
the California local tax structure, heavily dependent on retail sales tax revenue, results in 
the ‘fiscalization of land use.’ retail development is favored over industrial and residential 
uses because of the sales tax revenue. regional tax base sharing allows a portion of 
collected revenues to be shared with jurisdictions within a region based on population or 
some other indicator. 
UNKNOWN
%
regional tax revenue sharing
Positive Impacts
•	 Can help reduce competition among cities over limited supplies of commercial 
development.
•	 Potential for expanding existing site-specific agreements into larger multi-jurisdictional 
business districts or corridors.
•	 Areas with the majority of the region’s residents, and who are in support of regional tax-
base sharing, can benefit from higher tax bases per capita. 1
1    NAioP- Commercial real estate development Association. regional tax-Base or revenue Sharing. retrieved from 
http://www.naiop.org/governmentaffairs/growth/rtbrs.cfm
Negative Impacts
•	 Jurisdictions may fear losing control of local finances through revenue sharing.
•	 local governments may need assistance in obtaining technical knowledge, staffing, or 
funding sources for establishing revenue-sharing arrangements.
•	 redistribution of assessed value bases from high to low bases per capita creates “net 
losers” and creates opposition to participation by those communities. 
Smart Growth Development Strategies
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Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
Provide a Bus rapid transit System 
“...provide a Bus rapid transit (Brt) system with design features for high quality and 
cost-effective transit service.”1 
expand transit Network
“...expand the local transit network by adding or modifying existing transit service...
[this] will encourage the use of transit and therefore reduce VMt.”2
increase transit Service Frequency/Speed 
“reduce transit-passenger travel time through more reduced headways
and increased speed and reliability.” 3
implement transit Access improvements
“this project will improve access to transit facilities through sidewalk/ crosswalk 
safety enhancements and bus shelter improvements...should be grouped with transit 
Network expansion (tSt-3) and transit Service Frequency and Speed (tSt-4).”4 
Provide local Shuttles
“provide local shuttle service through coordination with the local transit operator 
or private contractor...should be grouped with transit Service Frequency and Speed 
(tSt-4) and Provide Bike Parking Near transit (tSt-5)...” 5 
1     CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures,  tSt-1, p270.
2    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures,  tSt-3, p276.
3    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures,  tSt-4, p280.
4    CAPCOA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, tSt-2, p275.
5    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures,  tSt-6, p286.
Medium
.02% to 8.2%
expand express bus and local bus service
Positive Impacts
•	 expanding express bus and local bus service increases ridership and creates mode shift.
•	 increasing transit speed, frequency, and access enhances attractiveness of this mode.
•	Many examples of successful Brt systems can be found world-wide, proving to be a very 
effective and efficient mode of transit in many communities.
Negative Impacts
•	 Funding is needed to add or modify existing services.
•	 transit systems rely heavily on subsidies to operate and the cost of operations is 
increasing, raising some concerns about the ability to maintain transit over time.
•	 transit is most efficient on well connected streets, such as grid-planned streets, and may 
be less efficient in non-grid, suburban and rural areas.1
1   Bedworth, l. & hanak, e. & Kolko, J. (2011). driving Change: reducing Vehicle Miles traveled in California. Public 
Policy institute of California.
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Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
Car share, electric vehicle, and hybrid parking requirements
Medium
.5% to 12.7%
Under this strategy, parking areas must designate parking spaces for car share, 
electric, and/or hybrid vehicles. Costs associated with these parking spaces can be 
reduced by incorporating them early in the design process.
implement a Neighborhood electric Vehicle (NeV) Network 
“...create local “light” vehicle networks, such as NeV networks...to create an NeV 
network, the project will implement the necessary infrastructure, including NeV 
parking, charging facilities, striping, signage, and educational tools. NeV routes will 
be implemented throughout the project and will double as bicycle routes.”1
Provide electric Vehicle Parking
“...provide conductive/inductive electric vehicle charging stations and signage 
prohibiting parking for non-electric vehicles...the benefits of electric Vehicle 
Parking may be quantified when grouped with the use of electric vehicles and or 
Neighborhood electric Vehicle Network (Sdt-2).”2
1   CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures,  Sdt-3,  p194.	
2    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures,  Sdt-8, p205.
Positive Impacts
•	 the availability of car share, electric vehicle and hybrid parking requirements can 
increase the use of these vehicles, reducing fuel consumption and GhG emissions. 
•	 Car sharing eliminates the need for car ownership by infrequent drivers (drive less than 
7,500 miles per year), reducing the overall number of vehicles on the roads.1
•	 designing new facilities with electric vehicle parking with charging stations and parking 
for other alternative vehicles, supports “whole building design” and reduces costs of 
installing this type of parking in the future.
1   Car Sharing Network. What is Carsharing? retrieved from http://carsharing.net/what.html
Negative Impacts
•	 Charging stations will be needed to support electric vehicle parking, increasing the cost 
of supporting this type of parking beyond simple designation of spaces.
•	 the benefits of electric vehicle parking are greater when implemented in conjunction 
with neighborhood electric vehicle (NeV) networks, requiring supportive infrastructure.
•	 Parking spaces are taken away from other vehicles.
Smart Growth Development Strategies
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Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
“having different types of land uses near one another can decrease VMt since trips 
between land use types are shorter and may be accommodated by non-auto modes 
of transport. For example when residential areas are in the same neighborhood 
as retail and office buildings, a resident does not need to travel outside of the 
neighborhood to meet his/her trip needs.”1 Mixed-use strategies can be applied in 
both urban and suburban contexts.
1    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures,  lUt-3, p162.
High
9% to 30%
Mixed-use ordinances
Positive Impacts
•	Mixed-use ordinances are applicable to urban and suburban areas.
•	 VMt can be reduced by locating housing in close proximity to commercial areas, 
accomodating the use of alternative modes to destinations1.
•	 open space can be preserved through compact, mixed-use development.
1   Bedworth, l. & hanak, e. & Kolko, J. (2011). driving Change: reducing Vehicle Miles traveled in California. Public 
Policy institute of California.
Negative Impacts
•	 Public education may be needed on mixed-use ordinances and where mixed-use is 
appropriate in the region.
•	Mixed-use developments do not necessarily ensure that residents will not commute to 
other areas for work or retail shopping.
•	 Combining mixed-use with infill, transit-oriented, and higher density development may 
cause greater VMt and GhG reductions than mixed-use ordinances alone.1
1   lewis, P.G. & Baldassare, M. (2010). the complexity of public attitudes toward compact development: Survey 
evidence from five states. Journal of the American Planning Association, 76(2), p.219-237.
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Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
Low
.25% to 1%
“Safe routes to schools” is a U.S. department of transportation’s Federal highway 
Administration (FhWA) program that provides funds to States for increasing bicycle 
and pedestrian mobility for children. the goals of this program are to encourage 
travel to school through biking and walking, to make these modes safer and more 
attractive in order to encourage healthier lifestyles, and to assist States in planning, 
developing and implementing projects that increase safety, reduce congestion and 
air pollution, increase childhood health, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 
reducing fuel consumption and VMt through the use of alternative modes. 
Provide traffic Calming Measures
“Providing traffic calming measures encourages people to walk or bike instead 
of using a vehicle. this mode shift will result in a decrease in VMt. Project design 
will include pedestrian/bicycle safety and traffic calming measures in excess of 
jurisdiction requirements. roadways will be designed to reduce motor vehicle 
speeds and encourage pedestrian and bicycle trips with traffic calming features.”1 
1    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, Sdt-2, p190.
“Safe routes to schools” program
Positive Impacts
•	 Safe routes to schools programs often incorporate traffic calming measures that 
enhances the safety of pedestrians and cyclists by reducing vehicular speed.
•	 Communities will likely be supportive of programs that improve safety for children.
•	 the program serves to increase safety, reduce congestion and air pollution, increase 
childhood health, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by reducing fuel consumption 
and VMt through the use of alternative modes.1
1   Federal highway Administration. 2006. FhWA Program Guidance Safe routes to Schools: Program Guidance. 
retrieved from  http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/saferoutes/guidance/
Negative Impacts
•	 Studies may be needed to identify attitudes about biking and walking and to identify 
any concerns that deter people from using these modes.
•	 A program committee needs to initiate and manage the program, requiring ongoing 
enthusiasm and organization to sustain and grow the program. 
•	 there is no one-size-fits-all strategy, so programs need to be tailored to the needs and 
wants of the neighborhood or community.
Smart Growth Development Strategies
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Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
infill development areas are located within existing neighborhoods with existing 
infrastructure. existing neighborhoods may also have adequate public services, 
even perhaps more than is currently needed for the area. reducing impact fees 
encourages infill development and deters development on greenfield sites. infill 
also supports location-efficient development and increases the affordability by 
reducing the cost of the development process.1
increase density
“...densities affect the distance people travel and provide greater options for the 
mode of travel they choose...transit ridership increases with density, which justifies 
enhanced transit service.2
increase location efficiency
“this measure is not intended as a separate strategy but rather a documentation of 
empirical data to justify the “cap” for all land use/location strategies. the location 
of the Project relative to the type of urban landscape such as being located in an 
urban area, infill, or suburban center influences the amount of VMt compared to the 
statewide average...to receive the maximum reduction for this location efficiency, 
the project will be located in an urban area/ downtown central business district. 
Projects located on brownfield sites/infill areas receive a lower, but still significant 
VMt reduction. Finally, projects in suburban centers also receive a reduction for 
their efficient location. reductions are based on the typical VMt of a specific 
geographic area relative to the average VMt statewide.”3 
1   Center for  housing Policy. 2011. revise impact Fee Structure for infill development. retrieved from http://www.housingpolicy.org/
toolbox/strategy/policies/regulatory_framework.html?tierid=113430
2    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, lUt-1, p155. 
3    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, lUt-2, p159.
reduce impact fees for infill development projects
Positive Impacts
•	 developing in existing neighborhoods avoids greenfield development.
•	 infill developments use existing infrastructure, reducing the overall cost of development 
and increasing affordability for residents.
•	 locating developments within existing neighborhoods can reduce VMt via closer 
proximity to existing public services.
Negative Impacts
•	 Public opposition to more compact development.
•	 existing infrastruture, such as water and sewer lines, need to adequately support 
additional loads or increased capacity will be needed, raising development costs.
•	 the amount of VMt and GhG reductions ultimately depends on location efficiency, such 
that urban infill produces greater reductions than suburban infill, etc. 1 
1   CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, lUt-2, p159.	
High
0.8% to 65%
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Smart Growth Development Strategies
VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
High
.04% to 30%
transit-oriented development (tod) produces compact, walkable communities that 
center on transit systems. this type of development creates livable communities 
that are less auto-dependent. As such, these types of communities are often 
very popular and their popularity is continuing to rise, making them increasing 
less affordable. A transit-oriented affordable housing (toAh) fund preserves 
affordability for low- and moderate-income residents through the provision of 
financial resources for ensuring affordable housing units.
increase transit Accessibility
“locating a project with high density near transit will facilitate the use of transit by 
people traveling to or from the Project site. the use of transit results in a mode shift 
and therefore reduced VMt.”1 
increase density
“...densities affect the distance people travel and provide greater options for the 
mode of travel they choose...transit ridership increases with density, which justifies 
enhanced transit service.2
integrate Affordable & Below Market rate (BMr) housing
“...provides greater opportunity for lower income families to live closer to jobs 
centers and achieve jobs/housing match near transit...addresses to some degree the 
risk that new transit oriented development would displace lower income families.”3 
1    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, lUt-5, p171.
2    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, lUt-1, p155. 
3    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, lUt-6, p176.
transit-oriented affordable housing (toAh) fund
Positive Impacts
•	 toAh funds ensure affordability for low- and moderate-income residents in increasingly 
popular tod communities.
•	 Financing can come from many sources and borrowers can be as diverse as nonprofits, 
government agencies, and developers.
•	 tod is a development alternative to suburban sprawl that creates livable, walkable 
communities that are less auto-dependent, reducing VMt and GhG emissions.
Negative Impacts
•	 initial capital outlay is required to establish the fund.
•	 existing or planned transit is needed for tod, so this strategy may not be applicable in 
some suburban or rural settings.
•	 tod sites often require rezoning or land assembly, leading to length and expensive 
acquisition and permitting processes. 
Smart Growth Development Strategies
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VMT/GHG Reduction Potential Low Hanging Fruit
High
7.9% to 22%
Congestion pricing is a form of transportation demand management (tdM) that 
charges drivers a “user fee” for driving in a specific, congested, area at specific 
times. Variable congestion pricing charges variable rates depending on congestion 
or time of day, with the intention of shifting some vehicle travel to other routes, 
times of day, or other modes. revenue is generated and traffic congestion is 
alleviated.1
implement Area or Cordon Pricing
“the pricing scheme will set a cordon (boundary) around a specified area to charge 
a toll to enter the area by vehicle. the cordon location is usually the boundary of a 
central business district (CBd) or urban center, but could also apply to substantial 
development projects with limited points of access...the cordon toll may be static/
constant, applied only during peak periods, or be variable, with higher prices 
during congested peak periods. the toll price can be based on a fixed schedule or be 
dynamic, responding to real-time congestion levels. it is critical to have an existing, 
high quality transit infrastructure for the implementation of this strategy to reach 
a significant level of effectiveness. the pricing signals will only cause mode shifts if 
alternative modes of travel are available and reliable.”2 
1   VtPi. 2011. road Pricing: Congestion Pricing, Value Pricing, toll roads and hot lanes. tdM encyclopedia. retrieved from http://www.
vtpi.org/tdm/tdm35.htm
2    CAPCoA.  2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, rPt-1, p287.
Congestion pricing
Positive Impacts
•	 relieves traffic congestion by deterring driving during peak hours.
•	 the revenue that is generated funds transportation infrastructure and could possibly 
replace gax tax revenue in the future.
•	 travellers are more likely to choose alternative modes of travel, other than driving, 
during peak hours, creating mode shift.
Negative Impacts
•	 Alternative modes must be available and reliable for mode shift to occur.
•	 Businesses owners may fear that business will suffer if people choose not to enter the 
area. 
•	 Congestion pricing may be considered inequitable because higher-income households 
are less sensitive to changes in the cost of driving.1
1   Bedworth, l. & hanak, e. & Kolko, J. (2011). driving Change: reducing Vehicle Miles traveled in California. Public 
Policy institute of California. 
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